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This year’s Employment in Europe report, the 22nd in the series, comes at a particularly important time for the European Union. 
Despite moderate signs of economic recovery, European labour markets are still suffering from the aftermath of the economic 
crisis and they will continue to need to be supported by appropriate crisis exit strategies. Moreover, we need to reformulate 
policy priorities for the post-2010 period in line with the framework set by the Europe 2020 Strategy.
European labour markets will emerge from the crisis profoundly changed; workers must be given the incentives and tools to 
successfully adjust to new realities in order to retain or find quality jobs. Action is needed to enhance skills at all levels and to set 
the conditions for the creation of new jobs. In this respect, flexicurity is still the right framework to modernise labour markets 
and help foster job-creating recovery.
The Employment in Europe report is one of the tools to support the design and implementation of Member States’ employment 
policies. This year’s report focuses on two major themes that reflect the current priorities of employment policies at EU level.
The first theme is an assessment of the labour market adjustments since the onset of the crisis. This is complemented by an 
analysis of the policy measures implemented by the Member States to mitigate the employment effects of the crisis and to 
support recovery. It draws on the close monitoring of labour market developments undertaken by the Commission, as well as 
on the ongoing analysis of the employment policy responses to the crisis, both at Member State and EU levels. In particular, 
the report examines the extent to which labour market recovery measures have contributed so far to alleviating the negative 
spill-over effects of the global downturn on labour markets. Although the situation and the constraints differ significantly 
across countries, this type of assessment allows Member States to learn from each other as they work towards their common 
employment objectives.
The second theme reflects an important aspect of the flexicurity approach to labour markets, particularly given the impact of 
the economic crisis. It is vital to overcome the segmentation of the labour markets, as well as, more specifically, the employment 
situation of young people in Europe. Young workers with temporary contracts have been particularly hard hit by the recession 
in a number of Member States. Indeed, many have been disproportionately affected by decreasing employment levels.
In many cases, temporary work, which rose during the years prior to the recession, does not lead to stable and higher paid 
jobs, but instead “traps” workers in a recurring sequence of temporary jobs with frequent unemployment spells in between. 
The recent crisis has highlighted the flaws of a policy strategy that fosters employment growth almost exclusively through the 
development of temporary and other forms of ‘atypical’ contracts. Such strategies increase employment volatility and the risk 
of low economic growth due to insufficient investment in human capital. It is therefore important to promote policies creating 
stable employment. This can be achieved, for example, by introducing fiscal incentives for companies to hire permanent workers 
and to convert temporary contracts into permanent ones.
The findings of Employment in Europe 2010 are, in my view, highly relevant to the current EU policy debate. I trust that readers, 
as with previous editions, will find the report thought-provoking and a motivating force for new ideas and solutions to the 
challenges that face us all.
László Andor
Commissioner for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion
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During 2008/2009 the EU economy 
suffered a long and deep recession, 
which has impacted strongly on 
labour markets,…
…although action taken at EU  
and national level helped mitigate 
the employment effects.
The EU economy has now started  
to recover…
…and its labour markets have 
recently started to shown signs  
of stabilisation… 
EU LABOUR MARKETS IN TIME OF ECONOMIC CRISIS
The unprecedented crisis in global financial markets which gathered pace in 
autumn 2008 led to the most severe recession since the Second World War, 
affecting the wider economy and strongly impacting on labour markets in the 
EU. Indeed, the crisis wiped out much of the steady gain in economic growth 
and reduction in unemployment witnessed over the last decade – EU GDP fell 
by 4.2% in 2009, industrial production dropped back to the levels of the late 
1990s and employment levels fell by 1.8%. As a result, 23 million people - or 
close to 10% of the economically active population - are now unemployed. 
Although EU labour markets have been strongly affected by the crisis, 
overall job losses have been rather limited when compared to other global 
competitors, thanks in large part to the measures taken to mitigate the 
impact of the crisis. This reflects in particular strong recourse to increased 
internal flexibility (flexible working time arrangements including shorter 
hours or temporary partial unemployment, temporary closures, etc.) cou-
pled with nominal wage concessions in return for employment stability in 
some sectors, all of which appears to have prevented, or at least delayed, 
significant mass dismissals in certain Member States. In particular, the 
more moderate increase in the unemployment rate in the EU compared to, 
for example, the US reflects the greater tendency in several Member States 
to adjust to changes in demand by lowering hours worked rather than the 
number of workers, especially in Germany. 
The EU already started to emerge from recession a year ago. After five con-
secutive quarters of contraction in economic output, which started in mid-
2008 and were at their strongest at the turn of 2008 and 2009, economic 
growth began to resume in the second half of 2009. However, growth has 
remained modest, averaging around 0.2% quarter-on-quarter over the sec-
ond half of 2009 and early 2010, suggesting that the EU is crawling rather 
than leaping out of recession. However, growth picked up sharply in the 
second quarter, raising hopes of a stronger recovery for 2010 as a whole.
The impact of the crisis on the EU labour market was relatively limited in 
2008, in line with the usual lagged response, but became more manifest in 
2009, with particularly marked employment losses over the first half of the 
year. However, employment contraction clearly moderated from mid-2009 
onwards and finally gave indications of coming to an end in the second 
quarter of 2010, as more consistent signs of labour markets stabilising 
Executive summaryEMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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…but recovery still remains too 
fragile to ensure a positive trend 
reversal in EU labour markets…
… and prospects of employment 
recovery are uncertain in several 
Member States.
The impact of the crisis has been 
particularly strong on certain 
population segments, and the 
effects may persist, requiring 
particular support for these groups. 
As a result of the crisis, the Lisbon 
and Stockholm employment targets 
have become more distant,  
but long term progress since 2000  
is still evident.  
in several Member States were observed. For example, the rise in unem-
ployment in the EU has weakened since last autumn, with recent signs 
indicating that it may be coming to an end - the EU unemployment rate, 
at 9.6%, has remained unchanged since February, while in recent months 
the rate has been stable or even declined in several Member States, and in 
some it is already down compared to a year ago. Furthermore, demand for 
new workers shows tentative signs of picking up at last, while firms have 
become more optimistic about employment prospects and   consumers’ 
unemployment expectations have been easing. 
Although it has now been over a year since the EU economy started to 
recover from the deep recession, it may take some time yet before the frag-
ile pick-up in economic activity triggers a strong upswing in the labour mar-
ket. According to the spring 2010 European Commission forecasts the EU 
economy will continue to face headwinds and the labour-market situation 
will remain difficult. Furthermore, job creation for the EU as a whole is likely 
to be subdued in the recovery, as adjustment to a rise in economic activity 
is likely to come initially from the reversal of the widespread reductions in 
working hours, as already witnessed in several Member States. Employment 
growth was forecast at -0.9% for 2010 and to improve to only 0.3% in 2011, 
while the unemployment rate was expected to average 9.8% in 2010 and to 
remain at 9.7% in 2011, only marginally down on 2010. However, recently 
the picture has slightly improved – the interim Commission forecast released 
in September reports that stronger than expected economic recovery in the 
EU could lead to the labour market performing somewhat better this year 
than expected at the time of the spring forecast.
Despite the measures taken to mitigate the impact of the crisis, EU labour 
markets have clearly taken a considerable blow, although the picture 
varies across Member States. For many, in particular the Baltic States, Ire-
land and Spain, it has led to a substantial increase in unemployment, and 
potentially in long-term unemployment. Despite some positive signals in 
most countries’ labour markets, a lot of uncertainties remain.
Males, the young, migrants, the low-skilled and those with a short-term 
contract have been most affected by the economic downturn and the rise 
in unemployment. Apart from men, all of these are traditionally amongst 
the most disadvantaged groups in the labour market, and the current 
downturn has made their relative situation even worse, increasing the risk 
of long-term unemployment and detachment from the labour market. This 
further stresses the need to address segmentation in the EU labour mar-
ket - for example, the impact on young people, in particular young men, 
highlights an increasing need to tackle youth unemployment. 
In 2009, the overall EU employment rate averaged 64.6%, down from 65.9% 
a year earlier and hence increasing the shortfall in relation to the Lisbon tar-
get of 70% by 2010 to 5.4 percentage points. At the same time, the employ-
ment rate for women declined to 58.6%, some 1.4 percentage points short 
of the target of 60%, but in contrast that for older people increased slightly 
to 46%, although still 4 percentage points short of the target of 50%. 
Nevertheless, even in these turbulent times, it is still worthwhile to recall 
the longer-term picture and highlight the progress that has been made in 
European labour markets since 2000. Even taking into account the impact 
of the crisis, employment in 2009 was still up almost 12.5 million, or 6%, on 
the level in 2000, while rises of 2.4, 4.9 and 9.1 percentage points respec-
tively have been observed for the overall, female and older worker rates 
compared with 2000; a not insignificant achievement.Executive summary
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A number of measures have been 
adopted aimed at mitigating  
the adverse labour market effects  
of the economic crisis.
Measures directed at supporting 
labour demand saved jobs and 
contributed to a fairer distribution 
of the adjustment burden.…
…as preliminary model simulations 
also indicate.
Appropriate timing of different 
measures in different phases  
of the downturn and recovery 
appears important...
…and so does their timely 
withdrawal.
Also timing of measures supporting 
household income needs to be 
considered carefully...
 …while measures upgrading 
skills and improving labour 
market matching maintain their 
effectiveness at any stage  
of the recovery.
ON THE PATH TO RECOVERY:  
A REVIEW OF LABOUR MARKET MEASURES
With the onset of the economic downturn, policy makers across the EU 
implemented a variety of labour market measures to mitigate the adverse 
spill-over effects on labour markets. This included putting in place a Euro-
pean Economic Recovery Plan (EERP) - a EUR 200 billion comprehensive, 
coherent and coordinated recovery package - to slow the pace of the 
downturn and create the conditions for an upturn. At EU-level, structural 
reform measures which are a central part of the EERP included, inter alia, 
measures aimed at supporting the functioning of the labour market and 
social policies aimed at supporting household purchasing power. There 
has been a broad consensus that such discretionary measures should be 
implemented in a temporary, timely, targeted, fair and co-ordinated way, 
in line with flexicurity principles. 
Several measures have been introduced to support the retention or hiring 
of workers, including modifications to (or introduction of) temporary short 
time working arrangements, wage subsidies, non-wage cost reductions, 
expanding public sector employment and promotion of self-employment. 
These measures not only limited the overall decline in employment but 
also contributed to a fairer distribution of the adjustment burden. 
Although it is too early to determine whether the employment saved will 
endure after the crisis, a tentative model-based assessment indicates posi-
tive outcomes overall. More specifically, model simulations show that tem-
porary public financial support in the form of in-work subsidies increases 
employment and that such support can be particularly effective in terms of 
employment gains if targeted specifically on the young. 
All in all, due to their specific nature, some measures such as short-time 
work arrangements (STWA) are more effective in the initial phase of the 
downturn while, for example, the use of temporary subsidies, especially 
those targeted at new hires, is more effective in the recovery phase as it 
helps to speed up job creation when production rebounds.
Nevertheless, maintaining the arrangements for too long poses the risk 
that necessary restructuring gets delayed, that enterprises get overstaffed, 
that workers lose the incentive to upgrade their skills, that deadweight 
losses accumulate, and that funds get diverted from other useful purposes 
such as training.
In several Member States, aggregate demand and social cohesion have 
been supported by temporary reinforcement of direct income transfers, 
including a relaxation of the eligibility rules and increased generosity of 
the unemployment benefit systems. However, as such increases in income 
transfers may discourage labour supply, they need to be gradually 
reduced as the economy recovers and complemented by measures that 
stimulate job search.
The economic downturn has negatively affected the formation of human 
capital, thereby reducing the potential to reallocate labour towards a 
smart, sustainable and inclusive economy. This highlighted the need for 
efforts to intensify the training of the employed and unemployed and to 
help employees to acquire new skills. Measures to improve job matching 
were also implemented as the Public Employment Services in several Mem-
ber States intensified job search assistance targeted at particular groups EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Gradual phasing out  
of the crisis-related measures...
…should reflect the situation 
of the Member States and be 
complemented by the phasing  
in of structural measures.
Partial reforms of employment 
protection have resulted in labour 
market segmentation…
...with large use of temporary 
contracts for hiring, combined with 
low transitions to permanent jobs…
...suggesting that such jobs act as  
a buffer against shocks rather than 
as ‘screening device’.
such as youth, immigrants, people with short-term contracts or people 
not receiving benefits. In general, these types of measures maintain their 
effectiveness irrespective of the specific stage of the recovery.
As the prospects for economic recovery strengthen most Member States 
have signalled that they will withdraw their crisis-related labour market 
measures by the end of 2010 or early 2011. In any case it should be borne 
in mind that these measures are not always automatically reversed when 
economic conditions change and that they may become irreversible, 
undermining employment and growth potential.
The gradual phasing out of the crisis-related measures should take into due 
consideration the concrete situation and constraints of the Member States 
and be complemented by the phasing in of structural measures aimed at 
reducing structural unemployment, increasing labour market participation, 
developing a skilled workforce, and promoting social inclusion by support-
ing specific population groups including the young, older workers, women, 
immigrants, the disabled, etc. Moreover, as the fiscal constraints have inten-
sified, it has become even more important to improve the cost-effectiveness 
of labour market measures by strengthening targeting and timing aspects. 
Given the socio-economic complexity of the issue, it should be clear that 
EU-wide mutual learning, the exchange of good practice and a constructive 
dialogue with social partners should form the main driving forces to phase 
out the crisis-related measures and to phase in structural measures.
YOUTH AND SEGMENTATION IN EU LABOUR MARKETS 
During past decades reforms of employment protection legislation (EPL) 
introduced by European countries have often been “partial” or “two-tier”, 
i.e. they have substantially deregulated the use of temporary contracts, 
while maintaining stringent firing rules for permanent ones, rather than 
reforming EPL ‘across-the-board’. Some labour economists argue that such 
reforms have distinct effects as opposed to ‘complete’ ones. They have led, 
firstly, to a large expansion of temporary employment and, secondly, to 
the emergence of dual labour markets, i.e. one for permanent employees 
(or ‘insiders’) with stable employment and good career and earnings pros-
pects, and another for temporary employees (or ‘outsiders’) who tend to 
be ‘trapped’ into temporary jobs with precarious attachment to the labour 
market (Spain being the most prominent example of this).
In several EU countries a large share of hiring takes place via temporary 
contracts, mainly involving young workers, indicating that two-tier EPL 
reforms may initially result in rising employment levels. Temporary jobs 
account for 40% of total dependent employment among young workers 
in the EU against 13% for the overall working-age population, and about 
half or more of short-tenured workers hold a temporary job in several 
Member States including Spain, Poland, France or Italy. On the other hand, 
both descriptive evidence and econometric analysis in the report highlight 
that segmented labour markets are characterised by reduced transition 
rates from fixed-term to permanent employment, suggesting that firms 
attempt to circumvent larger firing costs on permanent contracts.
Temporary jobs can fulfil different economic functions. On the one hand 
they can act as a “screening” device allowing firms to clear up uncertainty 
over workers’ ability and the adequacy of a job-worker match at the time 
of recruitment. In this vein, temporary jobs can very well serve as a ‘gate-Executive summary
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The net effect on employment 
creation remains positive, albeit 
changing its composition.
…whereas its cyclical volatility is 
increased, as shown by the recent 
recession.
Temporary workers do less training 
and earn lower wages than 
permanent ones.
way’ to the labour market and a stepping stone to more stable and better 
paid jobs. On the other hand, temporary contracts can simply be a cheaper 
production factor relative to permanent employment, acting as a buffer to 
adjust employment levels to labour demand shocks. Low conversion rates 
of temporary contracts into permanent jobs suggest that in segmented 
labour markets the latter function plays a much larger role. 
Overall, two-tier reforms increase both hiring and separation rates. 
Although temporary workers have been disproportionately affected by 
job cuts during the 2008-2009 recession, net employment gains since 
2000 remain positive overall in the EU and in the largest Member States, 
reflecting the overall positive effect that such reforms had on employment 
creation through the accrued flexibility in labour markets. Nevertheless, 
two-tier reforms have also induced changes in the composition of the 
workforce, leading to a partial substitution of temporary for permanent 
workers. This is in line with the prediction of some authors (e.g. Boeri and 
Garibaldi) who argue that two-tier EPL reforms lead first to a ‘honeymoon 
effect’ on employment via the expansion of temporary work whereas such 
employment gains are dissipated in the longer term. According to other 
authors the effect on separations can in theory more than offset that on 
hiring if the regulatory asymmetry between regulations of permanent and 
temporary contracts is particularly large, leading to adverse consequences 
for total employment levels.  
Temporary workers in general and youth in particular have been partic-
ularly hard hit during the recent recession as they bore the bulk of the 
reduction in employment levels. This largely represents the downside 
of the large expansion of temporary work in those countries following 
“two-tier” EPL reforms. Hence, segmentation has increased the business 
cycle volatility of employment. According to the OECD, the business 
cycle sensitivity of total hours worked for temporary workers is about 
2½ times greater than for permanent ones. Evidence provided in the 
chapter on this issue highlights that in a segmented labour market such 
as Spain, the adjustment of employment levels to the business cycle is 
overwhelmingly borne by temporary workers, whereas this is much less 
the case in Germany or the UK. It is also found that the cyclical varia-
tion of employment is higher in Member States with a greater share of 
temporary employment.
Temporary workers tend to have reduced access to on-the-job training 
as the limited duration of the employment relationship discourages firms 
and workers from investing in job-specific human capital. Conversely, 
results from econometric analysis highlight that temporary workers with 
a medium-to-low level of initial education are more likely to participate 
in further ‘formal’ education, suggesting the existence of a catching-up 
effect, i.e. temporary workers attempting to overcome their disadvan-
taged economic position. A low conversion rate into permanent jobs also 
tends to discourage on-the-job efforts by temporary workers. As high-
lighted by evidence for Spain, reduced training participation and lower 
job efforts may slow down productivity growth in countries with a large 
share of temporary work. Segmentation also affects wage formation. 
Firstly, it may lead to higher wage growth among permanent workers, 
as their bargaining power is strengthened by the presence of temporary 
workers who have a higher probability of dismissal. Also, temporary con-
tracts often involve a substantial wage penalty. Estimates given in the 
chapter show that in the EU temporary workers earn on average 14% less 
than workers on open-ended contracts after controlling for a number of 
personal characteristics. EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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A precarious start to working life 
increases insecurity and delays 
emancipation.
Higher education levels facilitate 
‘good’ school-to-work transitions.
Employment levels of young 
workers are more responsive  
to the business cycle.
An exit strategy from segmentation 
is needed.
Although temporary work may facilitate the transition process from edu-
cation to the world of work, particularly in those countries where the 
apprenticeship system is underdeveloped, labour market segmentation 
increases the risk that many young people will become trapped (even into 
their thirties), spending years alternating between temporary jobs and 
unemployment interludes with limited career prospects. A precarious start 
to adult life is likely to exacerbate perceived insecurity, thereby impacting 
on individuals’ behaviour. Evidence from a number of countries suggests 
that young people with temporary jobs (rather than permanent ones) tend 
to have a higher incidence rate of co-residence with their parents. All else 
being equal, this tends to delay emancipation, household formation, and 
procreation, thus reinforcing the trend of population ageing. 
The young face a particularly vulnerable situation at the moment of mov-
ing from school into work; particularly the least qualified who have the 
greatest difficulties in getting a foothold in the labour market. Individuals 
with only primary education are 62% and 50% less likely to move from 
joblessness to employment and from temporary to permanent employ-
ment, respectively, than those with tertiary education. The fraction of 
NEET (not in education, employment or training) provides a good measure 
of the share of youth that are left behind and varies significantly within 
the EU from as low as about 4% in Denmark and the Netherlands to as 
high as 16-20% in Italy, Cyprus and Bulgaria. The majority of them are 
inactive rather than unemployed in most Member States. 
Recent work from the OECD confirms the finding that the sensitivity to 
the economic cycle of employment rates for the young is higher than for 
prime-age adults. Furthermore, the sensitivity of youth unemployment 
to the cycle tends to decline progressively with age, being greater for 
teenagers (15 to 19 years) than for young adults (20 to 24 years) in most 
countries. Although a larger responsiveness of youth employment to cycli-
cal conditions is a natural feature of labour markets (firms tend first to 
fire less experienced/younger workers, while young people tend also to be 
more adaptable and quickly find a new job), there is also ample evidence 
suggesting that a spell in unemployment early in adult life (i.e. teenage 
or early twenties) has lasting negative effects both in terms of future 
employment and wage prospects, although the literature seems divided 
as regards the extent of these effects.
Overall two-tier reforms of EPL and the associated emergence of labour 
market segmentation lead to a number of ‘perverse’ effects, affecting in 
particular young workers. This can be corrected through the implementa-
tion of comprehensive flexicurity policy packages. A possible “exit” strat-
egy from the regulatory asymmetry between permanent and temporary 
contracts could be the so-called “single contract”, advocated by a number 
of prominent labour economists, i.e. open-ended but providing for a 
gradual build-up of employment protection rights. Executive summary
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While employment policies helped 
mitigate the effects of the crisis...
...they must turn to persisting 
structural challenges such as labour 
market segmentation...
…to contribute effectively to the 
success of the Europe 2020 strategy.
CONCLUSIONS
The crisis has contributed to the failure to reach the 2010 employment 
targets and thus increased the short-term challenges for labour market 
policy making. Well designed employment policies were instrumental in 
mitigating both the economic and human impacts of the crisis, as this 
report shows.  
Nonetheless, many of the recently implemented recovery measures can 
only be applied temporarily and their achievement could soon be lost 
if efforts do not continue to redress the persisting structural obstacles 
in many Member States’ labour markets, which were the main reason 
behind the failure to achieve the Lisbon strategy targets in the first place, 
and which also constitute the main threat for future. Labour market seg-
mentation has a prominent place among these structural obstacles, if only 
because it weighs most heavily on young people and their employment 
prospects, hence directly endangering the future competitiveness of the 
EU economy.
The new Europe 2020 strategy puts forward three mutually reinforcing pri-
orities of smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. If the strategy is to suc-
ceed, employment policies will have a pivotal role to play in achieving all 
three of these priorities. In this respect, the new EU headline employment 
rate target of 75% for the population aged 20-64 is only the most visible 
demonstration of the EU’s ambitions in the field of employment. Behind 
this lie a whole array of tasks, including support for better combinations of 
flexibility and security in the labour market, increasing participation levels 
including through more inclusion of vulnerable groups, fighting structural 
unemployment, developing a skilled workforce responding to labour mar-
ket needs and promoting job quality.17
INTRODUCTION 1. 
As stated in the recent Commission 
Communication on Europe 2020(1), 
Europe faces a moment of transfor-
mation. The recent economic crisis, 
which has no precedent in our gen-
eration, has wiped out much of the 
steady gain in economic growth and 
the reduction in levels of unemploy-
ment witnessed over the last decade 
– EU GDP fell by 4.2% in 2009, indus-
trial production dropped back to the 
levels of the late 1990s and 23 mil-
lion people(2) - or close to 10% of the 
economically active population - are 
now unemployed. 
Signs of an economic downturn 
appeared already in the EU by the 
second quarter of 2008 but intensi-
fied in the third quarter with the 
worst financial turmoil since 1929, 
followed by an economic recession, 
and subsequent effects on the labour 
market. By February 2010 the EU 
unemployment rate had risen to the 
highest level in a decade (9.6  %), 
where it has subsequently remained. 
Males, the young, migrants, the low-
skilled and those with a short-term 
contract have been most affected 
by the economic downturn and 
1)  Europe 2020 - A strategy for smart,  (
sustainable and inclusive growth 
(COM(2010) 2020).
2)  Seasonally adjusted figure (the non-sea- (
sonally adjusted figure is 22.4 million 
(July 2010)).
the increase of unemployment. As 
  unemployment rose, the spotlight fell 
more and more on limiting the effect 
of the crisis on jobs and addressing 
the social impact.
The EU and its Member States react-
ed promptly to this worldwide finan-
cial and economic crisis: in the first 
place, by taking action to prevent a 
meltdown in the financial market in 
autumn 2008, and then, by agree-
ing, in December 2008, to put in 
place a European Economic Recovery 
Plan (EERP) - a €200 billion compre-
hensive, coherent and coordinated 
recovery package - to arrest the pace 
of the downturn and create the con-
ditions for an upturn. At EU-level, 
structural reform measures which are 
a central part of the EERP  include, 
inter alia, measures aimed at sup-
porting the functioning of the labour 
market, and social policies aimed 
at supporting household purchas-
ing power(3). Even though the ‘great 
recession’ which stalked the global 
economy has now bottomed out and 
growth has returned, and despite 
some positive signals in some coun-
tries’ labour markets, a lot of uncer-
tainties remain.
Despite the measures taken to miti-
gate the impact of the crisis, EU 
labour markets have clearly suf-
fered a major correction, although 
the picture varies across Member 
3)  See Chapter 2 for more details on these  (
crisis-related labour market measures.
States, partly reflecting the   different 
  exposures to imbalances accumulat-
ed in the preceding boom period 
(such as that due to years of invest-
ment deviated to the construction 
sector because of the housing bub-
ble in some countries). For many it 
has led to a substantial increase in 
unemployment, and potentially in 
long-term unemployment, although 
in a number job losses have been 
rather restrained to date.  The latter 
reflects, in particular, strong recourse 
to increased internal flexibility (flex-
ible working time arrangements 
including shorter hours or temporary 
partial unemployment, temporary 
closures, etc.) coupled with nomi-
nal wage concessions in return for 
employment stability in some sec-
tors, all of which appears to have 
prevented, or at least delayed, more 
significant mass dismissals in certain 
Member States.
Although it has now been more than 
a year since the EU economy started 
to recover from deep recession, it 
may take some time yet before the 
fragile pick-up in economic activity 
triggers a clear upswing in the labour 
market. Nevertheless, according to 
the latest data, the labour market 
is now showing consistent signs of 
stabilisation, and even the first signs 
of recovery in some Member States. 
Unemployment in the EU is broadly 
stable, while in some Member States 
it has now started to fall. Demand 
for new workers, as indicated by the 
EU labour markets in time  
of economic crisis – relatively resilient, 
but persisting weakness and slow jobs 
recovery expected
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EU job vacancy rate, shows signs of 
finally picking up, and while compa-
nies still announce more job losses 
than gains, the losses are generally 
substantially fewer than in 2009. Fur-
thermore, firms are becoming more 
optimistic about employment pros-
pects and consumers’ unemployment 
expectations are easing. 
According to the latest European 
Commission forecasts(4), although 
the EU economy is now recovering 
at a faster pace than previously 
envisaged, it will continue to face 
headwinds from several directions 
and, despite apparent signs of stabi-
lisation, the labour-market situation 
will remain weak. In the previous 
spring forecast, employment growth 
was forecast at -0.9% for 2010 as a 
whole and to improve to only 0.3% 
in 2011, while the unemployment 
rate was set to average 9.8% in 
2010 and to remain at 9.7% in 2011. 
However, the recent strong upward 
revision to economic growth for 
2010 suggests that the labour mar-
ket, while still remaining weak, may 
perform somewhat better this year 
than expected at the time of the 
spring forecast.
Even in these turbulent times, it is 
worthwhile to present the long-
er-term picture to highlight the 
progress that had been made in 
European labour markets between 
2000 and the start of the global 
crisis in 2008, and to compare the 
annual results for 2009 with those 
of the preceding years (see section 5 
below). In view of the rapidly chang-
ing situation, though, this year’s 
report focuses on the more up-to-
date picture of the short-term devel-
opments in labour markets since the 
downturn began, namely from the 
second quarter of 2008 through to 
the second quarter of 2010, the last 
one for which data were available at 
the time of publication. 
4)  Interim economic forecast of September  (
2010 (see http://ec.europa.eu/economy_
finance/publications/european_econo-
my/forecasts_en.htm).
ECONOMIC   2. 
AND LABOUR MARKET 
DEVELOPMENTS DURING 
THE CRISIS 
Economic growth has now resumed 
in the EU, with positive GDP growth 
being recorded from the third quar-
ter of 2009 onwards, although the 
recovery remains fragile. 
The recession from which the EU has 
now emerged was the deepest and 
most widespread in the post-war era, 
and in some cases the contraction in 
activity was the largest seen since 
even the 1930s. After several years 
of favourable growth, and a par-
ticularly good performance in terms 
of employment creation, economic 
and labour market conditions dete-
riorated sharply in the second part 
of 2008. This occurred as a result 
of the impact of the financial crisis 
which deepened in autumn 2008, 
and which resulted from a fall in 
asset prices after a period of asset 
price inflation, leading to a liquidity 
shortage among financial institutions 
and concerns over their solvency. 
These concerns were subsequently 
transmitted to non-financial sectors 
(the so-called ‘real economy’), and 
came on top of a correction in the 
housing markets in many countries. 
The ensuing weakening in global 
and domestic demand, and a marked 
drop in investor confidence togeth-
er with tighter financing conditions 
and a reduction in the availability 
of credit, had a dramatic effect on 
the economy and subsequently the 
labour market(5).
The downturn in the EU economy 
actually started in the second quarter 
of 2008, as quarter-on-quarter GDP 
growth turned negative following 
a substantial drop (Chart 1).  At the 
same time employment growth in 
the EU effectively petered out, this 
quarter thus marking the point at 
which the (seasonally adjusted) level 
of employment in the EU peaked, 
while the unemployment rate began 
to head upwards after reaching a 
low in the previous quarter. This 
turning point is therefore used here 
as the reference point for compar-
ing subsequent developments in the 
labour market. The already negative 
trend was subsequently bolstered 
5)  For a more detailed account of the  (
causes of the crisis see “Economic Crisis 
in Europe: Causes, Consequences and 
Responses”, European Economy 7/2009, 
DG Economic and Financial Affairs, Euro-
pean Commission.
Chart 1: GDP and employment growth (quarter-on-quarter)  
and unemployment rate for the EU, 2005-2010
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in the latter part of 2008, follow-
ing the marked deepening in the 
financial crisis in September and 
October, leading to more substantial 
impacts on the labour market in sub-
sequent quarters. The deterioration 
in employment in the EU only came 
to an end in the second quarter of 
2010, as late as a year after economic 
recovery had started, when the level 
of employment remained unchanged 
on the previous quarter for the first 
time in nearly two years and the 
unemployment rate stabilised.
Economic activity 2.1. 
Although the EU came out of reces-
sion in mid-2009, with global recov-
ery supporting a revival in demand 
for EU goods and services, the econ-
omy has clearly been marked by the 
recent global financial and econom-
ic crisis. As a result of the financial 
crisis in autumn 2008, risk evasion 
became pervasive with much tighter 
credit conditions, and lending vol-
umes to companies and individuals 
dropped. In addition, exposure to 
the substantial ongoing housing-
market corrections or other country-
specific factors in several Member 
States brought a halt to growth 
in domestic demand at the same 
time as external demand weak-
ened. Faced with falling demand 
and therefore poor prospects for 
profits, firms sharply reduced invest-
ment. At the same time, confronted 
by risks to employment and the 
need to rebuild savings, households 
curtailed consumption, especially of 
durable items, as evidenced by the 
sharp declines in car sales in many 
EU Member States in 2009. 
Developments in GDP 2.1.1. 
Following solid GDP growth in previ-
ous years - 3.2% in 2006 and 3.0% 
in 2007 - economic activity in the 
EU began to decline in the second 
quarter of 2008 and, by the third 
quarter, the EU had entered a techni-
cal recession (two consecutive quar-
ters of negative   quarter-on-quarter 
growth). The situation deterio-
rated further in the following two 
  quarters, with sharp contractions of 
1.9% and 2.5% recorded, reflecting 
in particular marked falls in output 
in manufacturing and construction 
(Box 1). However, by the second 
quarter of 2009 there were signs 
that the recession was easing, as GDP 
declined by a more limited 0.3% and, 
by the third quarter, modest growth 
resumed. Economic output increased 
by 0.3% in the third quarter, but 
only rose by a mere 0.2% in the last 
quarter of 2009, as the impact of 
temporary factors started to fade. 
Owing to the severity of the crisis, 
economic output at the end of 2009 
was still down by 2.2% compared to 
a year earlier, but at the height of 
the recession had contracted by as 
much as 5.1% year-on-year. How-
ever, stronger than expected recov-
ery over the first half of 2010, with 
GDP growth of 1.0% in the second 
quarter, resulted in a return to posi-
tive year-on-year growth of 1.9% by 
the second quarter. Nevertheless, EU 
economic output was still down 3.3% 
compared to the level in the second 
quarter of 2008 (Chart 2)(6). 
The decline in EU GDP during the cri-
sis compares with a somewhat more 
6)  Quarter-on-quarter and year-on-year  (
GDP growth is based on seasonally 
adjusted data.
limited decrease in economic output 
in the USA, which entered recession 
in the fourth quarter of 2008 and 
saw the drop in output peak at just 
over 4% year-on-year. However, the 
EU contraction was much less than 
that suffered in Japan which, due 
to a sharp drop in exports combined 
with weak domestic demand, saw 
economic output decline by as much 
as 8.7% year-on-year at its peak. 
More recently, in contrast to the weak 
recovery in the EU over the second 
half of 2009, economic output in the 
US strengthened considerably, pick-
ing up by 0.4 % (quarter-on-quarter) 
during the third quarter and by a 
solid 1.2 % in the fourth. As a result, 
while by the fourth quarter output in 
the EU was still down by 2.2% year-
on-year, in the US economic output 
had recovered to the levels of a year 
earlier. Moving into 2010, quarter-on-
quarter growth in the US remained at 
a robust 0.9% in the first quarter but 
slowed to 0.4% in the second, while 
year-on-year growth, at 3.0% by the 
second quarter, remained stronger 
than in the EU. At the same time, the 
recent recovery in Japan also appears 
stronger than that in the EU, with 
output up 2.4% year-on-year in the 
second quarter.
Chart 2: GDP growth for the EU, US and Japan, 2008-2010
2008
Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q1
2009 2010 2008
Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q1
2009 2010 2008
Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q1
2009
EU27 US JP
2010
-6
-8
-10
-4
-2
0
2
4
6
On previous quarter
On previous year 
%
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
 
Source: Eurostat, National Accounts. Data seasonally adjusted.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
20
The marked decline in economic out-
put at EU level during the crisis reflect-
ed strong contractions in Germany, 
Italy and the UK (all with peak year-
on-year declines of around 6-7%) and 
slightly more moderate falls in France 
and Spain (with peak year-on-year 
falls of 3.9% and 4.4% respectively). 
In contrast, although slowing, year-on-
year GDP growth remained positive in 
Poland (Chart 4). Most of the larger 
Member States had already experi-
enced negative quarterly GDP growth 
by the third quarter of 2008, but the 
main declines were recorded in the 
fourth quarter and in the first quarter 
of 2009. However, growth subsequent-
ly resumed in all except Spain over the 
course of 2009, although the rates of 
economic expansion were rather mod-
est. By the first quarter of 2010, all the 
larger Member States had returned 
to positive quarter-on-quarter growth, 
and in the second quarter Germa-
ny and the UK recorded particularly 
strong rates of expansion. 
Among the larger Member States, Ger-
many suffered the strongest contrac-
tion in economic output during the 
crisis, with the recession deepening 
sharply from the last quarter of 2008, 
although output recovered   somewhat 
Box 1: Output developments in different sectors of the business economy
Activity-based measures of the evolution of output show stark contrasts between developments in different sectors of the EU’s business 
economy since the crisis began (Chart 3). There has been a considerable downturn in industrial and construction output (as measured by 
indices of production), while the volume of retail trade has seen far less of a contraction. 
The length of the downturn in EU-27 industrial production was some five quarters (declining in 2008q2 through to 2009q2), with an overall 
reduction of around 18% in industrial activity at the trough compared to the peak in 2008 q1. As a result, by mid-2009 industrial production 
had dropped back to the levels of the late 1990s. However, production posted a strong recovery over the following year and by mid-2010 
industrial output was down by a relatively more limited 11.4% on the peak in 2008 q1. 
While the downturn in output as a result of the recession is most easily seen for EU industrial production, the decline in construction output 
was also considerable (some 16% at its trough). Furthermore, the downturn in construction activity lasted much longer (declining for eight 
quarters, from 2008q2 through to 2010q1) and only recently showed signs of abating as activity finally picked up in the second quarter of 
2010. In contrast, the reduction in the output of the retail trade sector has been far less severe (under 3% at its trough), although, here too, 
there have been no clear signs yet of any strong upturn in activity. 
During the crisis the main industrial groupings that suffered the largest contractions in output were the manufacture of capital goods and 
intermediate goods (both with output down around a quarter). For the former, the downturn likely resulted from downstream manufacturers 
deciding to defer investment in machinery and intermediate goods until there were signs of an upturn. There was a stark contrast in the depth 
of the downturn between durable and non-durable consumer goods, output for the former falling by over a fifth while for the latter it fell by 
only around 5%. These differences may be attributed to consumers deferring big-ticket purchases, while continuing to buy essential items, 
such as food. This in turn partly explains why manufacturing was more affected than retail trade, and together with the housing bubble, why 
the decline in construction was so strong.
Chart 3: GDP and output measures for the EU, 1995-2010 (1995q1=100)
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from the second quarter of 2009 
onward as GDP growth turned posi-
tive again. The recession particularly 
hit manufacturing, and also the trade, 
transport and communication sector, 
reflecting Germany’s strong economic 
dependence on foreign exports, which 
plummeted due to the global down-
turn (although the subsequent recov-
ery in world trade has been particularly 
beneficial to the German economy). 
Output also fell strongly in construc-
tion. Similarly, a strong decline in out-
put in the UK reflected a sharp housing 
correction and its economic reliance on 
the hard hit financial sector. 
However, the Member States whose 
economies have been most affected 
by the crisis have clearly been the 
three Baltic States (Estonia, Latvia 
and Lithuania) (Chart 5). Even though 
their economies have recently started 
to improve, economic output in the 
second quarter of 2010 was still down 
by around 15% in Estonia and Lithua-
nia and 20% in Latvia on levels in 
the second quarter of 2008. Similarly, 
Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Ireland, 
Romania and Slovenia also registered 
relatively large falls in GDP compared 
to levels two years previously, of the 
order of 7-10%.
Focusing on the duration of the reces-
sion, there is quite a spread in the 
time at which individual Member 
States entered and (where applicable) 
exited recession (Table 1). Most Mem-
ber States had technically entered a 
recession by the last quarter of 2008, 
and all except Poland and Slovakia by 
the first quarter of 2009.  Ireland and 
the Baltic States of Estonia and Latvia 
were the first to enter a continuous 
period of recession, in the second 
quarter of 2008, and subsequently 
remained in recession through 2008 
and 2009 (except for Estonia exiting 
recession in the last quarter of 2009). 
This early entry and long duration 
may at least in part explain why they 
are among those to have suffered 
the greatest contraction in GDP dur-
ing the crisis. Most Member States 
entered recession in the third (includ-
ing France, Germany, Italy and the UK) 
or fourth quarter (including Spain) of 
2008, while a few only entered at the 
start of 2009. Poland and Slovakia 
managed to avoid entering technical 
recession (although Slovakia experi-
enced a particularly sharp contraction 
in GDP in the first quarter of 2009). 
However, most Member States 
returned to positive growth during 
2009. The majority of these exited 
recession in the third or fourth quar-
ters, although a few, including France 
and Germany, exited as early as the 
second quarter. By the end of 2009 
only Cyprus, Greece, Ireland, Latvia 
and Spain remained in recession, 
and by the second quarter of 2010 
only Greece was still experiencing 
  economic contraction.
Chart 4: GDP growth for the larger EU Member States, 2008-2010
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Chart 5: Change in GDP for EU Member States from 2008q2 to 2010q2 
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How has the  2.2. 
labour market adjusted 
during the crisis?
Labour demand 2.2.1. 
Demand for new workers declined 
strongly over 2008 and most of 2009 
in line with the economic downturn. 
The EU job vacancy rate (i.e. the 
number of vacancies relative to the 
sum of vacancies and occupied posts) 
started to drop continuously from the 
second quarter of 2008, falling from 
a level of 2.2% in the first quarter 
down to 1.3% in the third quarter of 
2009, when it bottomed out. In total 
the rate fell by 0.9 percentage points 
(or around 40%) over this period, 
although underlying this develop-
ment is significant variation in the 
size of the decline in demand across 
individual Member States. Driven by 
an improvement in Germany, the 
vacancy rate finally started to rise 
again in the fourth quarter of last 
year, when it increased moderately 
to 1.4 %, and then rose again in the 
first quarter of 2010 to reach 1.5% 
where it stabilised. Although this 
indicates a relative improvement in 
demand for new workers, the rate 
remains well down on the levels 
observed at the start of 2008.
Among the larger Member States, 
vacancy rates in the second quarter of 
2010 remained well down on the lev-
els recorded in spring 2008 (Chart 6).   
The decline in the vacancy rate rela-
tive to the second quarter of 2008 
has been most pronounced in Poland 
(down by 1.1 percentage points, or by 
two-thirds), reflecting the cooling-off 
in employment expansion over 2008 
and subsequent slight contraction in 
2009. Rates were down by a  more 
moderate amount compared to the 
spring of 2008 in France (by 0.2 per-
centage points), Germany (down 0.7 
percentage points), Italy (down 0.3 
percentage points) and the UK (by 
0.5 percentage points). In contrast, 
the rate had risen substantially in 
Spain to well beyond the already low 
levels two years earlier, reflecting 
a sharp improvement over the last 
year. While the falls for France and 
Italy still represent relative declines 
of around a third on the second 
quarter of 2008, those for Germany 
and the UK are more limited (at 
around a fifth).
By the second quarter of 2010, the 
rate stood at 0.6–0.7% in Italy and 
Poland, and at only 0.4% in France, 
the second lowest rate in the EU. 
However, it remained relatively 
high in Germany (2.5%, the second 
highest rate in the EU) and the UK 
(1.9%), reflecting persisting labour/
skill shortages and continued sub-
stantial job opportunities despite the 
crisis and increased unemployment. 
Official sources in Germany and the 
UK confirm that, although by early 
2010 registered job vacancies were 
still markedly down on pre-crisis lev-
els, overall vacancy levels remained 
reasonably high at around 500 thou-
sand in each country.
Other than Sweden, all the other 
Member States for which   vacancy 
data is available still recorded 
Table 1: Length of recession in the EU Member States,  
US and Japan (as indicated by quarter-on-quarter GDP growth rates) 
 2008Q1 2008Q2 2008Q3 2008Q4 2009Q1 2009Q2 2009Q3 2009Q4 2010Q1 2010Q2
BE 0.8 0.5 -0.4 -2.2 -1.7 0.1 1.0 0.4 0.0 0.9
BG ::::::::::
CZ 0.3 0.7 0.2 -0.7 -3.8 -0.5 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.9
DK -1.4 0.9 -0.8 -2.3 -1.8 -2.2 1.0 0.2 0.7 1.0
DE 1.4 -0.7 -0.4 -2.2 -3.4 0.5 0.7 0.3 0.5 2.2
EE -2.2 -1.0 -2.7 -5.7 -5.6 -3.7 -1.4 1.4 1.1 1.9
IE -2.5 -1.9 -0.3 -4.8 -2.5 -0.3 -0.2 -2.7 2.7 :
EL 0.7 0.6 0.1 -0.7 -1.0 -0.3 -0.5 -0.8 -0.8 -1.8
ES 0.5 0.0 -0.8 -1.1 -1.6 -1.1 -0.3 -0.2 0.1 0.2
FR 0.5 -0.7 -0.2 -1.6 -1.5 0.1 0.3 0.6 0.2 0.6
IT 0.4 -0.7 -1.1 -2.0 -2.9 -0.3 0.4 -0.1 0.4 0.5
CY 0.8 1.2 0.2 -0.1 -1.1 -0.9 -0.5 -0.3 0.4 0.6
LV -3.0 -2.2 -1.1 -4.2 -11.6 -1.5 -3.2 -1.2 0.9 0.8
LT 0.2 0.5 -1.2 -1.2 -13.7 -1.0 1.0 1.3 -4.0 3.2
LU 0.5 -0.2 -2.2 -2.1 -2.0 -2.4 4.5 1.2 -0.3 :
HU 1.0 -0.3 -0.9 -2.1 -2.9 -1.3 -0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0
MT 1.1 1.0 0.0 -1.4 -1.9 -0.1 1.2 1.0 1.4 0.1
NL 0.8 -0.2 -0.4 -1.2 -2.4 -1.2 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.9
AT 1.3 0.4 -0.6 -1.5 -2.3 -0.8 0.6 0.4 0.0 1.2
PL 1.4 0.8 0.7 -0.3 0.4 0.5 0.7 1.2 0.7 1.1
PT 0.1 -0.1 -0.7 -1.4 -1.8 0.6 0.3 -0.1 1.1 0.3
RO 3.8 1.5 -0.4 -2.2 -4.1 -1.5 0.1 -1.5 -0.3 0.3
SI 1.7 0.7 0.2 -3.3 -6.1 -0.6 0.4 0.1 -0.1 1.1
SK -1.9 1.5 1.2 0.4 -7.4 0.8 1.2 1.7 0.8 1.2
FI 0.3 0.3 -0.5 -3.1 -5.7 -0.8 1.1 0.3 0.1 1.9
SE -1.0 -0.2 0.1 -3.9 -2.7 0.3 0.5 0.6 1.5 1.9
UK 0.5 -0.3 -0.9 -2.1 -2.3 -0.7 -0.3 0.4 0.3 1.2
EU27 0.6 -0.3 -0.5 -1.9 -2.5 -0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3 1.0
JP 0.2 -0.7 -1.2 -2.7 -4.4 2.3 -0.1 0.9 1.2 0.4
US -0.2 0.1 -1.0 -1.7 -1.2 -0.2 0.4 1.2 0.9 0.4
Source: Eurostat, National Accounts. Data seasonally adjusted (not available for BG).
Note: Colour of cells indicates first (in a sequence) of negative q-on-q growth rates (light 
blue), followed by quarters in which Member State technically in recession (dark blue).Chapter 1  EU labour markets in time of economic crisis – relatively resilient, but persisting weakness and slow jobs recovery expected
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rates for spring 2010 substantially 
down relative to those in spring 
2008, although many have seen an 
improvement over the last year. The 
sharpest falls (of around 1.5 percent-
age points or more) were registered 
in the Czech Republic, Estonia, the 
Netherlands and Romania while in 
relative terms the declines have also 
been substantial in Latvia and Lithua-
nia. Apart from Germany and the UK, 
demand for new workers remained 
relatively strong in Austria, Finland, 
Malta, and the Netherlands (all with 
rates in excess of 1.5%) in the second 
quarter of 2010, despite the strong 
declines relative to early 2008. At 
0.5% or under, in addition to France, 
labour demand remained weakest in 
Latvia, Luxembourg and Portugal.
The evolution in firms’ labour 
demand during the crisis is also 
reflected in the European Restructur-
ing Monitor (ERM) data collected by 
the European Monitoring Centre on 
Change (Chart 7). This clearly shows 
that from September 2008 onwards, 
when the crisis heightened, job losses 
announced by firms strongly outnum-
bered announced job gains, and that 
announced job creation has fallen 
to very low levels over most of 2009 
and the first half of 2010. Indeed, 
there have been almost three times 
as many announced job losses as job 
gains in ERM restructuring cases since 
September 2008. However, since the 
end of last year there has been a 
sharp fall in announced job losses, 
although they still continue to out-
number job gains. In each month 
since April 2010, total announced 
job losses have been around a sev-
enth of the peak level reached in   
January 2009. 
Focusing on particular types of 
employment, temporary agency 
work has been hit particularly hard 
by the downturn, as reflected in data 
from Eurociett (Chart 8). This shows 
a sharp year-on-year contraction in 
the number of hours invoiced by pri-
vate employment agencies between 
autumn 2008 and spring 2009. By 
April 2009 the size of this year-on-
year contraction ranged from the 
order of 20-30% in Belgium, Ger-
many and the Netherlands, around 
40% in France and Italy, to over 
50% in Spain. Nevertheless, post mid-
2009 there has been a strong recov-
ery in workplace activity through 
temporary work agencies, a lead-
ing indicator of a recovery in the 
labour market. By early 2010 the 
number of hours invoiced by private 
employment agencies was returning 
to levels above those observed a year 
earlier in most countries, and this 
strong recovery has generally contin-
ued into the first half of 2010.  
Despite the clear downward adjust-
ment in the demand for new work-
ers during the crisis, it appears that 
many firms were reluctant to reduce 
the number of existing employees 
even when the demand for their 
output fell. Manpower Employment 
Outlook Surveys(7) consistently indi-
cated that the majority of employ-
ers reported they intended to make 
no changes in their staffing levels, 
which was a reflection of employ-
ers’ concern of losing skilled   workers 
who would be hard to replace. The 
Manpower Employment Outlook Sur-
vey for the second quarter of 2010 
7)  For more information see the website:  (
www.manpower.com/press/meos.cfm
Chart 6: Job vacancy rates for EU Member States in 2008 q2, 2009q2 and 2010q2
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Chart 7: Announced job losses and creation in the EU, 2008-2010
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reported that, while firms’ expecta-
tions of firings had decreased, inten-
tions to take on more staff remained 
broadly flat across EU countries. This 
stagnation in hiring in part reflects 
the fact that reduced working hours 
in Europe have led to widespread 
underemployment, with the existing 
workforce likely to absorb increased 
demand through a rise in working 
hours before any major increase in 
staff levels takes place.
The still weak situation on the 
demand side is confirmed by 
  European   Commission business and 
consumer surveys, and is expected 
to continue for some time. Although 
firms’ employment expectations have 
shown a substantial improvement 
across all main sectors since the lows 
recorded in early 2009 ), they still 
remain negative on balance other 
than in the case of services and the 
financial sector (Chart 9). Employment 
expectations have shown the greatest 
relative improvement in manufactur-
ing, and along with those in the 
retail sector  are now approaching 
a zero net balance, although more 
recently progress has been sluggish. 
Furthermore, although expectations 
in services have been positive since 
May, the balance remains subdued, 
while the jobs outlook in the con-
struction sector still remains decid-
edly pessimistic. 
Employment 2.2.2. 
Employment growth
Employment reacted to the recession 
with the usual lags, owing to the 
delaying effects of employment pro-
tection legislation and labour hoard-
ing motivated by firms’ decisions to 
avoid firing costs and future recruit-
ment costs as far as possible, and 
by government sponsored short-time 
working schemes which have con-
tributed substantially to cushioning 
the effect on employment(8). 
The labour market in the EU already 
started to weaken considerably in the 
second quarter of 2008, with employ-
ment growth moderating from the 
high rates of 2006 and 2007. In the 
latter half of 2008, in response to the 
intensification of the financial crisis, 
employment growth deteriorated 
even more sharply, turning negative 
from the third quarter of 2008 on. 
After posting negligible growth in 
the second quarter, which marks the 
high point in the previous period of 
employment expansion, employment 
in the EU contracted by 0.1% and 
0.3% in the remaining two quar-
ters of 2008. However, employment 
contraction was at its most severe 
over the first three quarters of 2009, 
with quarterly employment growth 
rates of -0.8%, -0.7% and -0.5% 
respectively, before the contraction 
moderated (to -0.2%) in the fourth 
quarter and the first quarter of 2010 
(Chart 10)(9). The unbroken period 
of contraction only gave indications 
of coming to an end in the second 
8)  See also section 3.1 of Chapter 2. (
9)  Quarter-on-quarter employment growth  (
based on seasonally adjusted data, year-
on-year employment growth based on 
non-seasonally adjusted data, employ-
ment levels based on non-seasonally 
adjusted data.
Chart 9: Sectoral employment expectations for the EU, 2008-2010
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Chart 8: Hours worked invoiced by private employment agencies  
for selected Member States, 2008-2010
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quarter of 2010, when employment 
in the EU remained unchanged on 
the previous quarter for the first 
time in nearly two years. As a result, 
employment in the EU had declined 
to around 221 million by the second 
quarter of 2010, down by 5.6 mil-
lion (or 2.5%) compared with the 
second quarter of 2008. (This com-
pares with employment expansion of 
around 17 million between mid-2000   
and mid-2008). 
Despite the more limited decrease 
in economic activity in the US than 
in the EU, employment contraction 
there has been more pronounced – 
total nonfarm employment fell by 
more than 8 million (or around 6%) 
from the peak in the first quarter of 
2008 until the end of 2009 (the last 
quarter of negative growth). The 
pattern of quarterly employment 
growth rates are broadly similar to 
the EU, with the strongest contrac-
tion in the first quarter of 2009 
(when employment in the US fell 
1.6% on the previous quarter), but 
with a return to employment expan-
sion by the second quarter of 2010, 
and with year-on year employment 
contraction peaking at 4.8% in the 
US compared to 2.2% in the EU. 
The development at EU level dur-
ing the crisis was driven by strong 
labour market downturns in the 
larger Member States, most notably 
in Spain, but also in France, Italy and 
the UK. Although in Germany and 
Poland employment levels remained 
relatively resistant to the effects of 
the crisis over 2008 (in the former 
due to extensive recourse to short-
time working arrangements), by early 
2009 they had also joined the others 
in posting negative quarterly growth 
rates, although with much weaker 
rates of contraction. Nevertheless, by 
the last quarter of 2009 the rate of 
employment contraction had mod-
erated considerably compared to 
previous quarters in all, and in the 
second quarter of 2010, France, Ger-
many, Poland and the UK recorded 
an expansion in employment.
At Member State level, the labour 
market impact of the crisis has been 
rather uneven (Table 2), reflecting 
different policy responses to the cri-
sis, varying levels of economic con-
traction, and the different structures 
Chart 10: Employment growth for the EU, US and larger EU Member States, 2008-2010 
2008
Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q1
2009 2010 2008
Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q1
2009 2010
2008
Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q1
2009 2010 2008
Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q1
2009 2010 2008
Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q1
2009
DE ES FR
2010 2008
Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q1
2009 2010 2008
Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q1
2009 2010 2008
Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2 Q1 Q2 Q1
2009
IT PL UK
2010
-8
-6
-4
-2
0
2
4
6
-5
-4
-3
-2
-1
0
1
2
On previous quarter
On previous year 
%
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
EU US
%
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
Source: Eurostat, National Accounts and US Bureau of Labour Statistics.
Note: For EU: Data seasonally adjusted for change on previous quarter; data non-seasonally adjusted for change on previous year. 
For US: Employment refers to total nonfarm employment, all data seasonally adjusted.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
26
of the economies. Among the larger 
Member States, Spain has clearly 
experienced the greatest decline in 
employment, with labour reductions 
particularly marked in the construc-
tion and industry sectors. Employ-
ment growth in Spain progressively 
decelerated over the course of 2007 
and turned negative already in the 
second quarter of 2008. The contrac-
tion in employment then accelerated 
over the following quarters, with 
quarter-on-quarter growth post-
ing –2.8% by the first quarter of 
2009, before moderating in subse-
quent quarters to around -0.7% by 
the fourth quarter and then more 
negligible rates of -0.1% and -0.2% 
in the first two quarters of 2010. 
Compared with the second quarter 
of the 2008, employment had con-
tracted by 9.2%, or almost 2 million,   
by   mid-2010, a much stronger con-
traction than in the other larger 
Member States (Chart 11).
Despite the recession being deeper 
in Italy and the UK, the deterioration 
in labour markets in those Member 
States due to the crisis has been less 
pronounced than in Spain (where the 
employment decline was significantly 
higher than the decline in economic 
activity – see Box 2). By the second 
quarter of 2010, employment levels 
were down by a much more moder-
ate 2.3% (0.6 million) in Italy and by 
1.7% (0.5 million) in the UK com-
pared to levels in the second quarter 
of 2008. Also in France, where the 
economic recession was similar in size 
to that in Spain, employment dete-
rioration was less pronounced - over 
the two years to the second quarter, 
employment was down by a more 
limited 1.4% (0.4 million). 
By contrast, in Germany the effects of 
the economic recession on the labour 
market have been mitigated by wide-
spread reductions in working hours, 
as companies used internal adjust-
ment measures such as temporary sus-
pension of production and short-time 
working arrangements rather than 
reducing the workforce(10). As a result 
Germany only experienced two quar-
ters of very limited employment con-
traction in the last two years - quar-
ter-on-quarter employment growth 
turned negative (–0.1%) only in the 
first quarter of 2009 and remained 
so only in the following quarter, 
which saw a similarly moderate rate 
of contraction (of -0.2%). By the third 
  quarter the   contraction had ended, 
10) (    See section 3.1 of Chapter 2.
Table 2: Employment growth for EU Member States
  % change on previous quarter % change on previous year
  2008Q1 2008Q2 2008Q3 2008Q4 2009Q1 2009Q2 2009Q3 2009Q4 2010Q1 2010Q2 2008Q1 2008Q2 2008Q3 2008Q4 2009Q1 2009Q2 2009Q3 2009Q4 2010Q1 2010Q2
BE 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.0 -0.4 -0.3 -0.3 0.0 0.3 0.3 1.9 1.8 1.8 1.4 0.4 -0.2 -1.0 -0.8 -0.2 0.3
BG 1.6 0.2 0.4 -0.2 -0.8 -1.4 -1.7 -1.8 -2.0 : 4.2 2.7 2.3 1.5 0.0 -1.6 -3.5 -5.6 -7.3 -6.4
CZ 0.1 0.0 0.5 0.3 -0.7 -1.0 -0.4 0.2 -0.9 0.1 1.4 1.2 1.4 0.9 0.0 -0.9 -1.9 -1.9 -2.1 -1.0
DK 1.3 -0.1 0.5 -0.1 -1.4 -1.5 -1.4 -1.3 0.1 0.4 2.1 1.8 2.2 1.6 -1.1 -2.4 -4.4 -5.5 -4.1 -2.2
DE 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.1 -0.1 -0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.1 0.4 0.0 -0.2 -0.3 -0.2 0.2
EE 0.5 -0.6 0.0 -0.3 -5.1 -4.9 -1.2 -1.4 -1.8 -1.3 2.0 -0.5 -0.3 -0.2 -7.2 -10.2 -10.7 -11.9 -9.9 -5.6
IE -0.2 -0.9 -1.4 -1.6 -3.9 -1.7 -1.8 -1.1 -0.8 : 1.6 -0.1 -2.1 -3.9 -7.5 -8.3 -8.7 -8.2 -5.3 :
EL -0.3 -0.1 0.1 0.1 -0.6 -0.2 -0.5 -0.8 -0.3 -0.9 0.2 0.5 0.1 -0.3 -0.2 -1.0 -1.2 -2.2 -2.0 -2.3
ES 0.3 -0.5 -1.1 -1.8 -2.8 -1.5 -1.4 -0.7 -0.1 -0.2 1.6 0.4 -0.7 -2.9 -6.3 -7.0 -7.2 -6.0 -3.6 -2.4
FR 0.2 0.1 -0.1 -0.3 -0.5 -0.4 -0.3 -0.1 0.0 0.1 1.3 0.8 0.4 -0.1 -0.8 -1.4 -1.5 -1.3 -0.7 0.0
IT -0.2 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.8 -0.4 -0.6 -0.2 0.3 -0.2 1.0 0.8 -0.2 -0.5 -1.1 -1.6 -2.1 -1.8 -0.7 -0.7
CY :::::::::: 2 . 4 2 . 7 3 . 5 1 . 9 1 . 4 -0.5 -2.0 -1.6 -1.3 -0.2
LV -0.2 0.1 -1.3 -4.0 -3.6 -5.0 -4.6 -2.0 -1.8 1.3 5.6 3.5 0.3 -5.4 -8.2 -13.2 -16.5 -14.7 -12.9 -6.7
LT -0.3 -0.4 -0.1 -1.4 -3.4 -1.3 -1.6 -2.6 -2.1 -0.4 0.7 -0.7 -1.1 -1.4 -5.1 -6.7 -7.3 -8.1 -7.3 -6.7
LU 1.3 1.1 1.0 0.5 -0.2 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.3 : 5.2 4.9 4.8 4.0 2.3 1.2 0.3 0.1 0.7 :
HU 0.1 -0.7 0.5 -0.8 -1.1 -0.9 -1.1 0.3 -0.4 0.6 -1.6 -1.9 -0.8 -0.9 -2.4 -2.3 -3.9 -2.7 -2.2 -0.5
MT :::::::::: 2 . 7 3 . 0 2 . 6 2 . 1 0 . 8 -0.5 -1.5 -0.9 1.6 0.4
NL 0.4 0.4 0.1 -0.1 -0.3 -0.9 -0.6 0.1 -0.3 : 1.9 1.8 1.2 0.9 0.1 -1.2 -1.9 -1.6 -1.7 :
AT 0.5 0.6 0.2 0.0 -1.1 -0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 2.2 2.0 1.5 1.4 -0.4 -1.1 -1.2 -0.9 0.2 0.8
PL 2.0 0.1 0.4 0.5 0.0 -0.2 -0.1 -0.1 -0.3 1.1 4.8 3.5 3.8 3.1 1.0 1.1 0.3 -0.8 -1.0 0.8
PT 0.3 0.2 -0.6 -0.1 -1.3 -0.8 -0.9 0.1 -0.1 -0.6 0.9 1.2 -0.2 -0.1 -1.6 -2.8 -3.1 -2.8 -1.7 -1.5
RO :::::::::: -0.3 -0.8 -0.2 0.4 -1.6 -2.1 -1.8 -1.7 -1.6 -2.2
SI 0.8 0.7 0.3 0.0 -0.7 -0.9 -0.8 -0.8 -0.5 -0.3 3.2 3.0 2.7 2.3 0.4 -1.6 -2.8 -3.5 -2.9 -2.1
SK 0.2 1.0 1.4 -0.7 -2.3 0.0 -0.7 -0.3 -0.9 -0.3 2.8 2.9 3.2 2.1 -0.4 -1.3 -3.7 -4.0 -3.0 -2.3
FI 0.4 0.7 -0.6 0.2 -1.2 -1.4 -1.0 -0.5 0.6 0.4 2.5 2.1 1.0 0.8 -0.9 -2.9 -3.4 -4.1 -2.4 -0.4
SE :::::::::: 1 . 7 1 . 3 0 . 7 0 . 0 -1.2 -2.2 -2.6 -2.1 -0.5 0.8
UK 0.4 0.1 -0.4 -0.2 -0.5 -0.9 -0.1 0.0 -0.2 0.7 1.5 1.2 0.4 -0.2 -1.1 -2.1 -1.7 -1.4 -1.2 0.4
EU27 0.4 0.1 -0.1 -0.3 -0.8 -0.7 -0.5 -0.2 -0.2 0.0 1.7 1.2 0.8 0.2 -1.2 -1.8 -2.2 -2.1 -1.5 -0.6
Source: Eurostat, National Accounts. Data seasonally adjusted for change on previous quarter; data non-seasonally adjusted for 
change on previous year. 
Note: Shaded areas for Member States indicate quarters of negative employment growth.Chapter 1  EU labour markets in time of economic crisis – relatively resilient, but persisting weakness and slow jobs recovery expected
27
with zero employment growth also 
being recorded in the following two 
quarters, and in the second quarter of 
2010 employment growth, albeit lim-
ited at 0.2%, resumed. As a result, by 
the second quarter of 2010 the level 
of employment had hardly changed 
compared with that in the second 
quarter of 2008, and was in fact even 
slightly up (by 0.2%).
In Poland, the strong employment 
expansion observed in 2006 and 
2007 started to moderate from the 
second quarter of 2008 on, but quar-
ter-on-quarter growth finally turned 
negative only in the second quarter 
of 2009. It then stayed negative 
through to the first quarter of 2010, 
although rates of contraction were 
relatively modest (in the range 0.1-
0.3% in each quarter), and turned 
positive again in the second quarter 
of 2010 as employment expanded 
by a healthy 1.1%. Due to the very 
shallow employment contraction 
combined with continued expan-
sion over much of 2008 and in the 
second quarter of 2010, by mid-2010 
employment levels were close to 2% 
above those recorded in the second 
quarter of 2008.
Since the second quarter of 2008, 
labour market performances have 
deteriorated across all the other EU 
Member States at some stage over 
the last two years, although the sever-
ity of the impact on employment 
varies considerably. Alongside Spain, 
employment contraction by the sec-
ond quarter of 2010 had been par-
ticularly severe in the Baltic States 
(Estonia, –15%; Latvia, –19%; and 
Lithuania, –13% on levels in 2008q2)) 
and Ireland (-12%), in line with the 
sharp declines in economic activity in 
those countries and the comparatively 
long periods of strong employment 
contraction. These Member States 
have all been affected by severe hous-
ing market downturns leading to sub-
stantial employment contraction in 
the construction sector. In contrast to 
the general trend of overall employ-
ment declines by the second quarter 
of 2010, some Member States (Bel-
gium and Luxembourg, in addition 
to Germany and Poland) have already 
seen employment recover to the lev-
els of mid-2008 or even registered 
significant increases.
Chart 11: Change in employment in EU Member States from 2008q2 to 2010q2 
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Source: Eurostat, National Accounts. Data non-seasonally adjusted.
Note: * Data for LU, NL and IE 2008q1 - 2010q1.
Box 2: EU job losses have been limited compared to the fall in economic activity
The fall in employment in the EU was much weaker than the overall fall in economic activity…
The fall in employment in the EU and most Member States has been significantly less than the decline in economic activity during the crisis. 
For the EU as a whole, the peak-to-trough contraction in economic output (between 2008q1 and 2009q2) was a substantial 5.3%, while 
the peak-to-trough contraction in employment (between 2008q2 and 2010q1) was only 2.7%, implying an elasticity of employment to GDP 
declines of 0.5. This compares with a much larger elasticity of peak-to-trough employment to GDP declines of 1.4 in the US, reflecting a 
total decline of 4.1% in economic output and an overall contraction of 6.0% in employment. The tempered response of employment in the 
EU has been in part due to extensive recourse to short-time working arrangements/reductions in working hours which were used to create 
internal flexibility, and which allowed firms to preserve jobs and to provide a certain amount of job security for workers. 
…  however, the downward response of employment to the decline in economic activity has been much more   
pronounced in some Member States…
Nevertheless, in some Member States the overall downward response of employment to the decline in economic activity has been more 
pronounced. Elasticities of peak-to-trough(1) employment declines to peak-to-trough GDP declines suggest a comparatively strong reaction of 
employment to economic contraction in the Baltic States, Denmark, Ireland, Portugal and above all in Spain (Chart 12(a)). 
In contrast, in many other Member States the impact on the labour market of the sharply negative trend in output was cushioned to some 
extent, being effectively absorbed rather through a decline in overall labour productivity. In particular, the elasticity of employment relative to 
the fall in economic activity in countries such as Austria, Belgium, Italy, the Netherlands, the UK and above all Germany, has been much more 
subdued. In the latter case, a total fall in output of around 6.6% was met by a decrease of only 0.3% in the level of employment.
1)  Based on peaks identified within the period from the last quarter of 2007 to the last quarter of 2008, and troughs within the period from the  (
last quarter of 2008 onwards (or else the value recorded in 2010q2 if no clear minimum yet reached by that time).EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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There are several reasons for the comparatively stronger reaction of employment in certain Member States. One key factor is the impact on, 
and importance of, the construction sector – one of the sectors hardest hit by the economic crisis and which accounts for an especially high 
share of national employment in countries such as Ireland and Spain. In this context, to a certain extent the variation across countries reflects 
productivity levels in the sectors which have been hit hardest. For example, in Germany the manufacturing sector was badly hit by plummeting 
exports but high productivity levels in this sector led to a comparatively small fall in employment relative to that in GDP, while in Spain the 
large contraction in the relatively low-productivity construction sector has led to a large fall in employment relative to the decline in GDP.
Another reason is the widespread use of internal flexibility in countries such as Austria, Belgium and Germany as opposed to the relatively 
limited (or non-existent) use of such arrangements in the Baltic States, Ireland and Spain. Furthermore, in the case of Spain the high share of 
workers in temporary contracts, who can be relatively easily dismissed, also in part explains its stronger employment reaction to the downturn. 
Indeed, as shown in Chapter 3, extensive use of temporary employment contracts in countries with highly regulated permanent contracts (such 
as in Spain) is likely to amplify the volatility of employment to economic shocks.
… reflecting the different patterns of adjustment in the components underlying the changes in GDP
Based on annual data from national accounts, it is possible to see the different patterns of adjustment across Member States in the components 
underlying the changes in GDP between 2008 and 2009 (Chart 12(b)), which also helps to explain the different elasticities of employment to 
the economic downturn.
Chart 12(a): Elasticity of peak-to-trough employment declines  
to peak-to-through GDP contraction for EU Member States
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Source: Eurostat, National Accounts, DG EMPL calculations. Data seasonally adjusted 
(except for BG, CY, MT, RO and SE). 
Note: PL not shown as GDP decline negligible and only for one quarter.
Chart 12(b): Change in GDP between 2008 and 2009 and the components of that change
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Employment Flows:  
people entering new jobs  
or exiting employment
Labour market trends during the 
crisis reflect two underlying phenom-
ena: a decline in the number of 
persons who recently started a new 
job and an increase in the number 
who recently exited employment (i.e. 
who either lost or quit a job and did 
not enter a new one). This can be 
seen from EU labour force survey 
data, which provides data on per-
sons who started a new job in the 
last three months (new hirings) and 
those who either quit or lost a job 
over the last three months and are 
no longer employed (newly out of 
employment).
Year-on-year changes in the level 
of new hirings show a clear down-
ward adjustment from the second 
quarter of 2008 onwards, with the 
trough occurring in the first quarter 
of 2009 (Chart 13). Despite some 
moderation in the rate of year-on-
year declines subsequently, even 
at the end of 2009 hirings were 
still down on the levels one year 
earlier. As a share of total employ-
ment, those employed with a new 
job amounted to 4.2% in the last 
quarter of 2009, up from the low 
of 3.5% in the first quarter but 
still well down on the average of 
around 5% over 2007. It was only at 
the start of 2010 that year-on-year 
changes in hirings finally turned 
positive again, followed by a strong 
pick up in the second quarter. How-
ever, this may reflect more heavily 
those already in employment mov-
ing to another job rather than new 
(re-)entrants to employment, while 
those employed in a new job still 
only accounted for a relatively lim-
ited 4.2% of total employment in 
the second quarter. 
In contrast, during the crisis the 
numbers of those who recently 
exited employment rose consider-
ably on corresponding levels a year 
earlier, again peaking in the first 
quarter of 2009 before the year-
on-year changes moderated over 
2009 to almost peter out in the last 
quarter and then turned negative in 
the first quarters of 2010. At around 
2.0% of the employed population 
by 2010q2, the share of those exit-
ing employment appears to have 
broadly moderated back to the pre-
crisis levels observed in the years 
preceding 2008, having risen to as 
high as 3.0% at the height of the 
crisis in first quarter of 2009. 
Chart 13: Year-on-year changes in the numbers of people who started a new job  
or exited employment in the last three months in the EU, 2007-2010
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For example, Austria, Belgium and Germany adjusted almost entirely through reducing hours per worker together with reduced pro-
ductivity per hour (GDP per hour worked), with little change in employment. For Belgium and Germany the fall in GDP due to hourly 
productivity was just as important as that due to hours worked – short time working arrangements and other working hours adjustments 
were not the whole story. 
The UK and Netherlands adjusted almost entirely through reduced employment and productivity per hour rather than reducing the aver-
age hours of workers (i.e. they absorbed some of the contraction by taking a loss in hourly productivity while changing average working 
hours relatively little). This explains why elasticities of employment declines to GDP declines were quite weak for these two Member 
States at the same time as reductions in hours worked were relatively limited. A similar situation applies to Bulgaria and Romania.
The important contribution from reduced hourly productivity suggests that employers in many Member States have also borne a 
considerable share of the adjustment costs alongside individuals (employment and reduced working hours) and governments through 
state-supported short-time working schemes (reduced working hours).  
In contrast to the adjustment patterns in most other Member States, only Spain coped with the recession solely through employment 
reductions, while Ireland and Portugal were almost in this situation.
On aggregate 42% of the decline in the EU’s GDP between 2008 and 2009 was accounted for by the drop in employment, 30% the 
fall in hours worked, and 28% the decline in productivity per hour worked. This contrasts markedly with the situation in the US, 
where employment was the main adjustment mechanism, with a much more limited decline in average hours worked while hourly 
productivity rose.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Sectoral employment  
and restructuring
The fall in employment levels from 
the second quarter of 2008 to the 
second quarter of 2010 resulted 
from a broad contraction across 
almost all sectors. In absolute terms 
job losses have been strongest in 
industry, where employment has 
fallen by 4.8 million (or 8.9%), com-
pared to only 0.2 million (or 0.1%) 
in services and 0.6 million (or 4.7%) 
in agriculture.  
At a more detailed level, the man-
ufacturing and construction sec-
tors have experienced the largest 
employment contractions, together 
with the combined trade/hotels 
& restaurants/transport & com-
munications sector. As mentioned 
before, this reflects the marked 
drop in economic activity in these 
sectors as consumers deferred big-
ticket purchases and the impact of 
the housing bubble collapse on the 
construction sector. All three sec-
tors experienced broadly increasing 
rates of employment contraction 
over 2008 through to the first quar-
ter of 2009, following which rates 
of contraction generally moderated 
though still remaining particularly 
high in construction and manufac-
turing until the second quarter of 
2010 (Chart 14). 
Over the latter half of 2009 and 
into 2010 all sectors which had 
previously experienced declining 
employment recorded an improve-
ment (notwithstanding a sharp fall 
in the construction sector in the 
first quarter of 2010, reflecting the 
severe winter conditions), with sub-
stantially lower rates of employ-
ment losses, while the financial 
services sector has even returned to 
positive employment growth since 
the end of 2009. This suggests con-
traction has not shifted away from 
industry and construction to spread 
out more strongly across other sec-
tors, but rather that all are gradu-
ally recovering. The other services 
sector (mainly including the public 
sector, education and health/social 
work) is the only sector which main-
tained positive growth during the 
last two years, but concerns are ris-
ing about the possibility of signifi-
cant future job losses in the public 
sector, as many Member States face 
public spending cutbacks in order to 
reduce government deficits. Indeed 
the public sector is likely to play a 
key role in labour market develop-
ments in the near term as some 
governments attempt to stabilise 
employment through public spend-
ing while others attempt to reduce 
spending and public employment 
to balance their budgets.
Looking back over the whole period 
since the second quarter of 2008, 
total employment contraction of 
around 5.6 million mostly reflects 
significant drops of 3.2 million in 
manufacturing and 1.6 million in con-
struction (equivalent to falls in sec-
toral employment of 8.5% and 9.6% 
respectively). Indeed,   manufacturing 
on its own accounts for around 45% 
of all sectoral employment declines 
Chart 15: Sectoral employment changes for the EU from 2008q2 to 2010q2
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Chart 14: Sectoral employment growth rates (quarter-on-quarter) for the EU, 2008-2010
-3.0
-2.5
-2.0
-1.5
-1.0
-0.5
0.0
0.5
1.0
1.5
Total Other services (incl public admininstration, education; health and social work) Financial services & business activities
Trade; hotels & restaurants; transport & communications Construction Manufacturing Agriculture
Q2 Q1
2010
Q4 Q3 Q2
2009
Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2
2008
Q1
%
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
 
o
n
 
p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
 
q
u
a
r
t
e
r
Source: Eurostat, National Accounts. Data seasonally adjusted.Chapter 1  EU labour markets in time of economic crisis – relatively resilient, but persisting weakness and slow jobs recovery expected
31
over this period, while the two sec-
tors combined account for over two-
thirds. Within services, a similarly 
strong contraction in the combined 
trade/hotels & restaurants/trans-
port & communications sector of 
1.4 million (although this equates to 
only 2.5% of overall employment in 
this sector), together with a fall of   
0.2 million (or 0.7%) in the finan-
cial services/business activities sector 
were almost offset by employment 
expansion of 1.5 million (or 2.5%) in 
other services (Chart 15).
The impact on the 
manufacturing industry sector…
The impact of the crisis on manu-
facturing industry has been par-
ticularly severe, with a dramatic fall 
in output initially before recover-
ing somewhat since the middle of 
2009. The resulting impact on man-
ufacturing employment has been 
substantial, although cushioned to 
a certain extent by overall hours 
worked falling even more markedly 
during the initial stage of the crisis, 
this reflecting the extensive use of 
short-term working in a number 
of industrial sectors, particularly in 
the automotive, engineering, basic 
metals, and the paper and paper 
products sectors.  
The situation of the automotive sec-
tor is somewhat special. The   sector 
initially faced a massive collapse 
in output, before the implementa-
tion at national level of scrapping 
schemes helped stabilize consumer 
demand. While anti-crisis policy 
measures targeted at the motor 
vehicle industry have alleviated the 
initial scale of contraction in the 
passenger-car segment, and helped 
avoid massive job losses, they risk to 
have brought forward sales rather 
than stimulate new demand. Simi-
larly, there is a risk that the widely 
used short-time working schemes 
and labour hoarding in the auto-
motive industry and its upstream 
suppliers could eventually translate 
into further adjustments in employ-
ment in the future.
The intermediate goods sectors, 
notably wood, paper and paper 
products, chemicals, metals, and 
non-metallic mineral products 
were also significantly affected by 
the crisis. Facing a severe contrac-
tion in final demand and surging 
uncertainty, downstream industries 
quickly moved to eliminate stocks 
of intermediate goods, resulting 
in some very large initial reduc-
tions in both demand and output 
for these sectors. However, these 
industries have also experienced 
strong cyclical adjustments in pre-
vious downturns, and are highly 
capital intensive. Employment has 
fallen by much less than output, 
mainly due to the extensive use 
of short-term working and some 
significant labour hoarding in the 
hope of a quick recovery to pre-
crisis output levels.
In contrast, there are a number of 
sectors that are relatively non-cycli-
cal, notably food and beverages 
and pharmaceuticals. The current 
crisis has not significantly worsened 
the picture in these sectors, and 
reductions of employment seem to 
have been limited. In addition, some 
sectors such as shipbuilding and 
aeronautics respond to economic 
cycles with a substantial time lag. 
For the time being, the crisis has 
mainly affected the order books of 
shipbuilders and aeronautics manu-
facturers, with no major impact on 
employment levels so far.
Finally, a number of sectors, nota-
bly textiles, clothing, leather, and 
furniture, had been undergo-
ing restructuring and downsizing 
already before the crisis. These sec-
tors have experienced the most 
severe employment adjustments, 
since the recent downturn has 
tended to reinforce the longer-
term contraction of output.
These sectoral trends are broadly 
reflected in European Restructuring 
Monitor data collected by the Euro-
pean Monitoring Centre on Change, 
which gives a supporting picture of 
the labour market impact of the 
crisis at sectoral level (Box 3).
Box 3: Restructuring developments in Europe 
The European Restructuring Monitor (ERM) dataset covers the employment consequences of large-scale restructuring events in Europe. 
Data collection is based on news and media reports of individual restructuring cases, generally involving over 100 announced job losses 
or gains, identified by a network of national correspondents in the EU-27 and Norway. The following provides a summary analysis of 
recent ERM data(1) focusing in particular on the close to 3 500 ERM case factsheets recorded during the two-year period between 2008q2 
and 2010q2 – i.e. the period just before, during and after the recent severe recession. In some cases, earlier data is presented with a 
view to drawing out some specificities of the restructuring activity during the crisis.
Announced job losses outnumbered job gains by a ratio of 3 to 1…
After recording significantly greater announced job gains than losses for much of 2007 and the first quarter of 2008, ERM data from 2008q2 
onwards demonstrates clearly the impact of the economic crisis (Chart 16). The ratio of announced job losses to new jobs created during 
the period was approximately 2.7:1. Total announced job losses from restructuring captured by the ERM amounted to over 1 248 000 jobs, 
1)   Summary based on extraction from ERM dataset on July 5th 2010. (EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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while just over 458 000 new jobs were announced. The impacts of the crisis were most obvious in 2008q4 and 2009q1, in both of which 
over 200 000 job losses were announced. Since 2009q2 restructuring activity has moderated significantly though job losses continue to 
outnumber job gains. 
Manufacturing accounted for nearly half of large-scale restructuring job losses during the period…
Manufacturing accounted for 47% of all announced job losses in the ERM during the period 2008q2-2010q2 (Chart 17), compared to a longer-
run average of 40%. The share of job losses also increased notably for the retail sector – especially during the peak quarters of the crisis in 
2008q4 and 2009q1, while for the predominantly publicly-funded sectors (health, education and public administration) the shares declined 
compared to their long-run averages.
Within manufacturing, car manufacturing was the subsector that suffered the highest job losses. It accounted for nearly a quarter of total 
manufacturing job losses (144 000 out of 585 000) while related subsectors such as the manufacture of basic metals and of machinery/
equipment also figure amongst the top job-loss subsectors. Notwithstanding its prominent role in the crisis and its aftermath, the share of 
restructuring job losses in financial services has remained steady thus far at around 10% of the total. 
Chart 16: ERM announced job losses and job gains for the EU, 2006-2010 
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Source: European Monitoring Centre on Change, European Restructuring Monitor.
Chart 17: Recent ERM announced job losses for the EU by sector, 2008-2010
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The manufacturing sector accounted for 29% of new jobs announced over the period (reduced from a longer-run average of 41%) while the 
retail sector was dynamic in terms of job creation as well as job loss.  It accounted for a sharply increased share (24%) of job creation as large, 
mainly discount retailers such as Aldi, Tesco and Asda announced plans for domestic and international expansion.
…  an increased share of announced job loss cases were medium-sized (250-1000 jobs) as opposed to large 
cases (>1000 jobs)…
Partly reflecting inherent case-size biases in the ERM, the share of announced job loss in large-scale cases involving at least 1000 job losses 
has varied between 40% and 60% over the period (Chart 18). The share in medium-sized cases and smaller cases increased markedly during 
the crisis (2008-9) before beginning to fall back in early 2010.  
In terms of job gain, large scale cases involving at least 1000 new jobs account for the majority (around 60%) of overall job gains recorded in 
the period 2002-2009. The pattern in the first semester of 2010, as growth has resumed, has however also been quite distinctive. The share 
of jobs in medium-sized cases involving 150-499 jobs has doubled (from 21% to 42%).  
The share of announced job loss due to bankruptcy/closure increased while those due to offshoring and   
relocation decreased.
The catch-all category of internal restructuring accounted for around two-thirds of total announced job losses in ERM restructuring cases in 
2008-2009 (Table 3). Two contrasting impacts of the economic crisis have been evidenced in the share of restructuring job losses accounted 
for by offshoring and by bankruptcy/closure. Over 2008q2-2010q2, offshoring accounted for its lowest share of announced job losses (3%) 
since the ERM began while bankruptcy accounted for its highest (23%). 
Table 3: Share (%) of job loss by restructuring type
Restructuring Type 2002- 2008Q1 2008Q2-2010Q2
Bankruptcy/Closure 14.3 22.9
Internal restructuring 73 68.9
Merger/Acquisition 4 3.3
Offshoring/Delocalisation 5.5 3.4
Other 0.4 0.4
Outsourcing 1.2 0.4
Relocation 1.6 0.6
Total 100 100
Source: European Monitoring Centre on Change, European Restructuring Monitor.
Chart 18: Share of ERM-recorded announced job loss/gain  
for the EU by case size, 2002-2010
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This is consistent with expected patterns of restructuring in a severe recession, especially one with a strong financial component. Higher levels 
of business failure and retrenchment occur and there is less emphasis on expansion or diversification via offshoring and relocation. From this 
perspective, the most recent data showing a (modest) increase in the share of offshoring may be considered a hopeful signal of recovery. Major 
bankruptcies were concentrated in the retail sector with Woolworths (UK, December 2008, 27 000 job losses) and Arcandor (Germany, June 
2009, 5 000 job losses) emblematic of the vulnerability of even the most well-known retail groups (Table 4).
Table 4: Top eight cases of job loss for the EU, 2008Q2-2010Q2 (excluding public administration cases)
Date Company Announced job losses Country Sector RestructuringName
Dec 2008 Woolworths 27000 UK Retail Bankruptcy/Closure
July 2009 TNT 11000 NL Transport / communication Internal restructuring
Jan 2009 PKP Cargo 9000 PL Transport / communication Internal restructuring
Aug 2008 Commerzbank 9000 EU Financial services Merger/Acquisition
Feb 2010 Opel 8369 EU Manufacturing Internal restructuring
Jan 2009 Royal Bank of Scotland (RBS) 6800 UK Financial services Internal restructuring
Jan 2010 CFR Marfa (Romanian national 
freight railway company)
6380 RO Transport / communication Internal restructuring
Nov 2009 PSA Peugeot 6000 FR  Manufacturing Internal restructuring
Source: European Monitoring Centre on Change, European Restructuring Monitor.
Unemployment 2.2.3. 
In spite of the difficult labour market 
conditions, at EU level the average 
activity rate has essentially remained 
unchanged since the crisis began, 
staying very close to the 71% level 
throughout the period from the 
second quarter of 2008 (70.9%) to 
the second quarter of 2010 (71.1%). 
This indicates that the effects of the 
crisis on total labour supply have 
been very limited to date, with no 
significant net withdrawal from the 
labour market (and if anything mar-
ginally the opposite, driven by the 
continued trend of increasing labour 
market participation by women). 
As a consequence, the crisis (and 
the subsequent employment con-
traction) appears not to be result-
ing in a noticeable reduction in 
overall labour market participation, 
neither for men nor for women, 
although there are a few exceptions 
at Member State level, but rather is 
focused almost entirely in its impact 
on unemployment (Chart 19). 
The development in labour force 
participation in the EU contrasts 
with developments in the US, where 
during 2008 and 2009 the dete-
rioration of the labour market was 
accompanied by a drop in the partic-
ipation rate (by 2010q1 it was about 
1.3 percentage points lower than 
in 2008q1). The relative stability in 
the EU labour force can be seen as 
a positive sign for prospects in the 
recovery, as any decline in partici-
pation during the recession could 
have turned into persistently lower 
labour supply during the recovery, 
hampering the functioning of the 
labour market through labour short-
ages and higher wage pressures. 
Overall the European labour market 
has held up relatively well to the eco-
nomic crisis, especially considering 
the reaction feared when the crisis 
first broke out. Although unemploy-
ment has risen, it has done so by less 
than might have been feared given 
the strength of the recession and 
the sharp declines in confidence. 
For example, despite the sharper 
economic downturn and stronger 
falls in business confidence in the 
EU compared with the USA, the 
increase in the EU unemployment 
rate during the crisis has been con-
siderably less dramatic (Chart 20). 
Although the unemployment rate 
in the EU has risen sharply since the 
first quarter of 2008, the increase 
has been much smaller than in the 
United States, where the rate has 
overtaken that of the EU despite 
having been much lower at the start 
of the crisis. By the second quarter 
of 2010, the unemployment rate in 
Chart 19: Changes between 2008q2 and 2010q2  
in selected labour-market indicators for the EU27, by sex
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the EU had risen to 9.6%, up 2.9 per-
centage points compared to the low 
in the first quarter of 2008, while in 
the US it had increased by a more 
substantial 5.5 percentage points on 
the second quarter of 2007 (after 
which unemployment generally rose 
continuously) by the time it peaked 
at 10.0% in the last quarter of 2009, 
before falling to 9.7% in the follow-
ing two quarters. Indeed, unemploy-
ment in the US more than doubled 
relative to the low of spring 2007, 
compared to an increase of around 
45 % in the EU on the recent trough 
in spring 2008. Overall, these rises 
translate into an average monthly 
increase in the unemployment rate 
of 0.13 percentage points for the 
EU over two years, compared with 
a higher monthly average rise of 
0.20 percentage points over around 
two and a half years in the US.(11) 
There are several reasons which 
may help to explain the lower rise 
in unemployment in the EU com-
pared to the US. These include 
the later onset of the economic 
downturn in the EU, the great-
er exposure of the US economy 
to sectoral shocks in the financial, 
real estate and construction sec-
tors, and the stronger employment 
protection legislation in the EU. 
11) (   Unemployment changes, rates and levels 
are seasonally adjusted. 
However, to a large extent the 
relative resilience of the EU labour 
market reflects the increased use 
of internal adjustment measures 
(short-time working, temporary sus-
pension of production etc.) during 
the crisis, which allowed many EU 
firms to avoid reducing their work-
force, especially in countries such 
as Germany. Although firms in both 
the EU and US responded to the 
recession by reducing the average 
working hours of employees, in the 
US this effect has been dwarfed by 
the much greater contribution of 
job shedding to the reduction in 
total hours worked, while in the EU 
proportionally more of the reduc-
tion in total hours worked occurred 
through reductions in the average 
weekly hours of employees. Indeed, 
while reducing staff levels was the 
immediate response of US firms, EU 
firms reacted by reducing working 
time instead where possible.
Nevertheless, the faster and strong-
er economic recovery in the US in 
late 2009 and early 2010, has posi-
tively affected its labour market 
recently. The unemployment rate in 
the US has possibly peaked – after 
reaching 10.1% in October 2009 
it has subsequently fallen, drop-
ping back to 9.5% by June 2010. 
Similarly, the unemployment rate 
in the EU has recently shown signs 
of stabilising, having remained 
unchanged at 9.6% since February 
2010. The gap between the US and 
EU   unemployment rates, as high as 
0.7 percentage points in favour of 
the EU in October 2009, had conse-
quently disappeared by mid-2010.
Focusing on underlying movements 
in levels of unemployment indicates 
that in both regions the increase was 
sharpest in the first quarter of 2009, 
when the number of unemployed 
rose by around 1.9 million in the 
EU as well as in the US (Chart 21). 
However, for the US the main peri-
od of unemployment rises occurred 
between 2008q3 and 2009q2, while 
for the EU it occurred slightly later, 
between 2008q4 and 2009q3. The 
latest developments appear to be 
more favourable in the US.  In the 
first quarter of 2010, US unemploy-
ment levels fell for the first time in 
nearly three years. Given the fragile 
economic situation, however, it is 
too early to confirm a recovery of 
the US labour market, and indeed 
unemployment rose again slightly 
in the second quarter. In the EU, 
unemployment has continued to 
rise, though much more slowly than 
in 2009.
It has now been a year since the EU 
economy started to recover from 
deep recession, but it may take some 
time before the fragile pick-up in 
economic activity can reverse the 
trend in the labour market. Despite 
some signs of improvement in the 
general economic situation, in many 
countries the unemployment rate 
has kept increasing even over the 
first half of 2010, particularly in Bul-
garia, Estonia, Lithuania and Spain, 
although in some cases a stabiliza-
tion of the unemployment rate has 
been registered (the Czech Republic, 
Italy, Luxembourg, Romania and the 
UK) and even clear falls in several 
countries (Austria, Denmark, Fin-
land, Germany, Hungary, Malta and 
Sweden) (Chart 22).
Chart 20: Unemployment rate and GDP growth for the EU and US, 2006-2010
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Recent data clearly show that rises in 
unemployment at EU level have been 
much more subdued since late 2009, 
and that the trend finally appears to 
be reversing (Chart 23). Unemploy-
ment in the EU may have peaked, 
having fallen by 127 000 since April this 
year, driven by falls in unemployment 
among young people and adult men. 
Signs that the particularly marked rises 
in youth unemployment (especially 
among young men) during the cri-
sis have abated, and even started to 
reverse, are especially positive. Even 
so, total unemployment remained at a 
seasonally adjusted 23.1 million by July 
2010, still 7.1 million higher than in 
March 2008, when unemployment in 
the EU was at a low. As a result of two 
years of continuously rising unemploy-
ment up until spring this year, almost 
one-in-ten economically active people 
in the EU is now unemployed. 
Underlying the EU average are con-
trasting developments across individ-
ual Member States, both in terms of 
the timing of the onset of the rise in 
unemployment and its severity. The 
onset of the rise in unemployment 
varies considerably from country to 
country. Ireland, Italy and Spain were 
the Member States where unemploy-
ment first started to rise, as early as 
the first half of 2007, while in Bulgaria, 
Germany and Slovakia, it only bot-
tomed out some one and a half years 
later in the last quarter of 2008, before 
subsequently heading upwards. 
Although unemployment rates have 
risen in all Member States at some stage 
over the last two years, the severity of 
the increase varies considerably across 
countries, and does not depend solely 
on the time elapsed since it began 
to rise. The increase in unemploy-
ment has been precipitous in certain 
Member States (unemployment rates 
more than doubled since the respec-
tive onset of rising unemployment in 
Denmark and Spain, tripled in Ireland, 
and quadrupled or more in the Baltic 
States), while in others such as Austria, 
Belgium, Luxembourg, Malta and the 
Netherlands, and above all Germany, 
the rise has been relatively limited 
(Charts 24 (a) and (b)).
Chart 21: Quarterly change in the number of unemployed in the EU and US, 2007-2010
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Chart 22: Recent developments in monthly unemployment rates  
for the EU Member States, December 2009 and July 2010
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Chart 23: Changes in unemployment levels in the EU, 2008-2010
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In most Member States, and for the 
EU as a whole, increases in unem-
ployment in the first year after the 
unemployment rate first began to 
rise at EU level (i.e. between March 
2008 and March 2009) were higher 
than in the subsequent year (from 
March 2009 to March 2010). Among 
those Member States most affected 
to date, the increase in the unem-
ployment rate generally moderated 
significantly in the second year of 
the EU labour market downturn in 
Ireland and Spain (down from rises 
of around 6-8 percentage points in 
the first year to around 2 percent-
age points in the second) and also 
to some extent in Latvia and Lithua-
nia (although remaining high), but 
rises were at an even higher pace in 
Estonia (up from 7 to 8 percentage 
points). Increases in the unemploy-
ment rate also weakened notably in 
France, Italy, Malta, Sweden and the 
UK, while in Austria, Germany and 
Luxembourg rates actually declined 
over the second year. In contrast, and 
partly reflecting the later onset of the 
rise in unemployment, the increases 
intensified markedly in the second 
year of the EU labour market down-
turn in Bulgaria, Cyprus, Greece, the 
Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia, Slova-
kia and Romania (Chart 25). 
During the first year of the labour 
market downturn (from 2008q2 
to 2009q2), most (some 62%) of 
(b) Comparison of increase of unemployment rates on recent lows
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Chart 25: Change in unemployment rates for the EU Member States,  
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Chart 24: Changes in unemployment levels in the EU Member States on respective recent lows 
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the increase in unemployment at 
EU level was accounted for by only 
three Member States – Spain (36% of 
the rise), the UK (15.5%) and France 
(11%) (Chart 26). The contributions 
to the rise at EU level were spread 
somewhat more evenly across coun-
tries in the second year (from 2009q2 
to 20010q2), with Spain’s share for 
that year dropping to 22%, France’s 
to 7.5% and the UK’s to 3%. In con-
trast, the shares for the Bulgaria, 
Greece, the Netherlands, Portugal, 
Romania, and Slovakia, and espe-
cially for Italy and Poland, increased 
substantially, for the latter two to 
around 11% and 14% respectively. 
Considering the whole period since 
the second quarter of 2008 to the 
second quarter of 2010, Spain alone 
accounts for almost a third of the 
total rise in unemployment in the 
EU, followed by most of the other 
larger Member States (the UK (12%), 
France (10%), Poland (7%) and Italy 
(6%)), while the contribution of some 
smaller Member States has also been 
significant. Of note, however, is the 
absence of any significant contribu-
tion from the EU’s largest Member 
State, Germany.
Around three years after unemploy-
ment first started to rise there, Spain 
(with underlying unemployment at 
4.6 million by mid-2010) currently 
accounts for one in five of all unem-
ployed persons in the EU, and its 
unemployment rate, at 20.3% in July 
2010, is the highest of any Member 
State and more than twice as high 
as the EU average. The particularly 
pronounced rise in unemployment in 
Spain reflects to a large degree the 
role played by the low-skilled-inten-
sive construction sector that attracted 
many foreign workers from abroad 
and was subsequently hit by a par-
ticularly strong collapse of the hous-
ing bubble in that country. Among 
the remaining Member States, by 
mid-2010 the unemployment rate 
was also particularly high in Latvia 
(20.1%) as well as in Estonia, Ireland, 
Lithuania and Slovakia (all with rates 
around 14–19%), but in contrast it 
remained remarkably low in Austria 
and the Netherlands (at 3.8% and 
4.4% respectively) (Chart 27).
Chart 26: Contribution to unemployment increase in the EU, 2008q2 – 2010q2 
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Chart 27: Unemployment rates, July 2010
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Unemployment duration  
and long-term unemployment
The constant rise (until very recently) 
in the numbers of those becoming 
unemployed, combined with fewer 
opportunities for a speedy return to 
employment, especially among the 
most disadvantaged groups, aggra-
vates the risk of higher long-term 
unemployment.  
In particular, despite recent improve-
ments, the risk of a rise in long-
term unemployment is still appar-
ent from data on the size of the 
unemployed population by duration 
of unemployment. Most of the 22.5 
million unemployed in mid-2010 had 
entered unemployment over the 
last year; in the second quarter of 
2010 around 5 million persons had 
been unemployed for less than three 
months, 3.8 million for three to five 
months and 4.9 million for six to 
eleven months. The number of newly 
unemployed (i.e. those unemployed 
for less than three months) remained 
just below the level of a year earlier 
(5.5 million in the second quarter 
of 2009), but still above the level at 
the onset of the crisis (4.5 million in 
the second quarter of 2008). At the 
same time, the number of people 
unemployed for a medium-term spell 
(i.e. searching for a job for three 
months to a year) and most at risk 
of becoming long-term unemployed 
had increased markedly (by 60%) 
over the first year of the crisis, from 
5.3 million to 8.6 million over the 
year to the second quarter of 2009, 
as a result of the increased influx into 
unemployment in the first half of 
2009 together with the heightened 
lack of job opportunities. However 
it broadly remained at this level over 
the following year through to the 
second quarter of 2010 (Chart 28).
The chances of the recently unem-
ployed leaving unemployment have 
worsened considerably, especially 
over 2008-2009. Out of around 7 mil-
lion people who were unemployed 
for less than 6 months in the   second 
quarter of 2008, 37% (2.6 million) 
were still unemployed half a year 
later. By the fourth quarter of 2008 
the situation had deteriorated notice-
ably - out of the then 8.7 million 
people who were unemployed for 
less than 6 months, 50% (4.3 million) 
were still unemployed half a year 
later. And out of the 9.8 million peo-
ple who were unemployed for less 
than 6 months in the fourth quar-
ter of 2009, a similar share of 50% 
(equivalent to 4.9 million) were still 
unemployed half a year later. Fur-
thermore, out of the 4.5 million who 
were unemployed for six months to 
a year in the fourth quarter of 2009, 
72% (3.2 million) were still unem-
ployed in the second quarter of 2010, 
and more than half (55%) of those 
unemployed for twelve to seventeen 
months in the fourth quarter of 2009 
(2.9 million) were still unemployed 
half a year later (1.6 million).
Overall, out of around 16 million 
unemployed in the second quarter of 
2008, almost half (42% or 6.7 million) 
were still unemployed a year later 
(and hence in the group of long-tem 
unemployed), increasing long-term 
unemployment by nearly 10% from 
the level of 6.2 million a year ear-
lier. Subsequently long-term unem-
ployment worsened even further; 
out of around 20.8 million unem-
ployed in the second quarter of 2009, 
almost half (43% or 9 million) were 
still unemployed a year later, thus 
increasing long-term unemployment 
by a third on the level of 6.7 million 
a year earlier. As the medium-term 
unemployed seem to face greater 
difficulties in finding a job compared 
to the situation a year ago, the 
risk of long-term unemployment and 
detachment from the labour mar-
kets will only intensify, potentially 
aggravating the challenges related 
to social exclusion and poverty. 
These trends in the duration of unem-
ployment are feeding through to the 
overall long-term unemployment rate 
for the EU, which decreased up until 
the third quarter of 2008 (when it 
affected around 2.5% of the labour 
force), but which has subsequently 
been on the increase again, reaching 
3.7% in the first and second quarters 
of 2010 (Chart 29). That rise is never-
theless fairly limited and may not yet 
reflect the full extent of the weaken-
ing of the EU labour markets since the 
crisis began and the subsequent strong 
increase in unemployment. Even if 
the long-term unemployment rate 
remained broadly stable in the second 
quarter of 2010, the share of the long-
term unemployed in total unemploy-
ment has continued to rise. Therefore, 
long-term unemployment may remain 
an increasing challenge in the quarters 
ahead, as many of those who have 
recently lost their jobs may eventually 
join the long-term unemployed. 
Chart 28: Unemployment by duration for the EU
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Compared with mid-2008, the 
long-term unemployment rate has 
increased in almost all Member 
States (Chart 30), most notably in 
the Baltic States (up by around 6.5-7 
percentage points in all), and in Ire-
land and Spain (with rates in both up 
by around 5 percentage points). As 
a result, long-term unemployment 
rates now vary even more mark-
edly across Member States - ranging 
from 1.2% in Austria, Cyprus and 
the Netherlands to more than 8% in 
Estonia, Latvia and Slovakia. 
As a share of total unemploy-
ment, the proportion of long-term 
unemployed started to rise in the 
second quarter of 2009, reflect-
ing   moderation of inflows into 
  unemployment (coupled with the 
lack of opportunities for moving 
from unemployment into jobs) and, 
by mid-2010, 40% of unemployed 
people in the EU had been jobless 
for more than a year, up from 32% 
a year earlier.
Over the last year, the long-term 
unemployment share in total unem-
ployment has increased most sig-
nificantly in countries where unem-
ployment started to rise the earli-
est (and fastest), i.e. in the Baltic 
States, Ireland and Spain, while it 
declined or increased only slightly 
in some countries where the influx 
into unemployment started late in 
2008, namely in Bulgaria, Germany, 
Malta, Poland but also in Romania. 
Of particular concern, more than 
50% of the unemployed in Belgium, 
Portugal and Slovakia have been 
without a job for a year or more. 
Other labour market  2.2.4. 
responses to the economic 
downturn
Labour markets in the EU also 
adjusted to the economic recession 
through other mechanisms than 
simply reducing employment levels. 
Indeed, many Member States took 
decisive steps to avert the misery 
of mass unemployment through 
actions such as extending or intro-
ducing short-time work arrange-
ments, or reinforcing measures to 
support and facilitate transitions 
to new jobs. Many also increased 
social protection by extending the 
coverage or generosity of unem-
ployment benefits or by reinforcing 
other social benefits(12).
At the same time, many companies 
made workers redundant only as a 
last resort and a range of alterna-
tive responses were implemented. 
A common feature was negoti-
ated reductions of working time 
(‘short-time working’) balanced 
by increased provision of training. 
Other responses included reducing 
labour costs (through pay freezes or 
pay cuts, or reduced social contribu-
tions by employers(13)), paid/unpaid 
career breaks and, at the aggregate 
level, an adjustment in the level 
and composition of employment 
in terms of temporary, part-time 
and self-employment(14). In many 
cases such measures are continu-
ing, although often scaled down 
from the levels observed during the 
height of the crisis in early 2009.
12) (   See section 5 of Chapter 2 for more 
details on changes in the coverage and 
generosity of unemployment benefits.
13) (   See section 3.3 of Chapter 2 for more 
details on cuts in non-wage costs.
14) (   See section 3.5 of Chapter 2 for more 
details on measures promoting self-
employment and business start-ups.
Chart 29: Long term unemployment rates  
and shares in unemployment in the EU, 2006-2010
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Chart 30: Long term unemployment in the EU Member States, 2008q2 and 2010q2
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Adjustment by type  
of employment (temporary  
and part-time employment)
Employment adjusted first and 
foremost to the economic down-
turn through a sharp contraction 
in temporary employment, which 
is the most cyclical component of 
employment. While in 2008 only 
14.0% of employees were in tem-
porary employment, they account-
ed for almost half (around 44%) 
of the overall reduction in the 
number of employees from 2008q2 
to 2009q4, the last quarter when 
temporary employment contracted 
year-on-year. 
In line with the accelerated down-
turn in overall economic activity 
over 2008, year-on-year growth in 
temporary employment became 
negative in the second quarter of 
2008, and turned increasingly so 
over 2008 and into 2009. By the first 
quarter of 2009, when the year-on-
year fall was greatest, the number 
of employees in the EU with tem-
porary contracts had fallen by 1.8 
million (or 6.9%) compared with 
the first quarter of 2008, mainly 
driven by falls in all the larger Mem-
ber States and most notably by a 
decrease of over 1 million in Spain. 
Although the situation subsequent-
ly improved somewhat over the rest 
of 2009, by the last quarter of the 
year temporary employment still 
remained around 4% lower than a 
year earlier. However, temporary 
employment has seen a very strong 
recovery over the first two quarters 
of 2010, returning to positive year-
on-year growth rates of 0.5% and 
3.4% respectively, with the result 
that by the second quarter it was 
down a much reduced 3.1% on lev-
els at the start of the labour market 
downturn two years earlier and 
accounted for a more limited 19% 
of the reduction in employees over 
that period. Year-on-year growth in 
permanent employment, which had 
remained at a relatively stable rate 
of around 2% over 2008 and has 
been affected less by the crisis, also 
came to a halt in the first quarter 
of 2009 and subsequently turned 
negative from the second quar-
ter onwards, although contraction 
has been at a much slower pace   
(Chart 31). Nevertheless, the fall in 
permanent employment has con-
tinued into 2010, with no signs yet 
of the strong rebound observed in 
temporary employment.
For a while, the strong downturn 
in temporary employment led to a 
marked reduction in the share of 
employees in the EU with fixed-
term contracts. This share, which has 
broadly decreased since late 2007, 
fell to 13.1% in the first quarter 
of 2009 (down by 1.7 percentage 
points from the peak of 14.8% in 
2007q3) before recovering strongly 
to 14.0% by mid-2010.
Growth of part-time and full-
time employment also adjusted in 
response to the economic condi-
tions, with a relative shift away from 
full-time towards part-time work. 
While the previous strong year-on-
year growth of part-time employ-
ment in the EU over 2006 and much 
of 2007 weakened from the second 
quarter of 2008 onwards, it never-
theless remained positive through-
out the crisis and even picked up 
again over the course of 2009 and 
into 2010, while growth in full-
time employment turned negative 
from the first quarter of 2009 on 
and has remained so since. Year-on-
year, the rate of growth in full-time 
employment had dropped to around 
–3% over the latter half of 2009 
before recovering somewhat over 
the first half of 2010 to -1.3%, while 
for part-time employment year-on-
year growth had improved to post 
rates of around 2% from late 2009 
onwards. 
This suggests that the decline in 
full-time employment has been 
partially offset by a continued 
increase in part-time employ-
ment, demonstrating the poten-
tial role of part-time work as a 
‘shock absorber’ during the eco-
nomic downturn. Indeed, one of 
the steps an employer can take 
in order to avoid having to lay 
off (more) people in a downturn 
is to introduce part-time working 
or increase its use i.e. transform a 
full-time contract into a part-time 
one. Similarly, employers may well 
demonstrate a stronger preference 
for part-time contracts when look-
ing to hire new staff, especially in 
the initial stages of the economic 
recovery. Thus, some of the adjust-
ment in total hours worked during 
the crisis can be explained by a 
shift from full- to part-time work.
Chart 31: Employment growth by type of employment for the EU, 2006-2010
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Working hours
Reductions in working hours in order 
to adjust to the fall in demand were 
very much in evidence during the 
recession. This reflects the fact that, 
firstly, labour hoarding has been a 
widespread response of many Euro-
pean firms which have preferred to 
keep their experienced workers, and 
secondly, that government spon-
sored short-time working schemes(15) 
have been widely used. In some 
European countries, such schemes 
have been reinforced or introduced 
for the first time. The practice of 
promoting reductions in working 
time rather than laying off workers 
has helped protect European jobs 
from the initial impact of the reces-
sion and to avoid the sharp rises in 
unemployment seen in the USA. 
Germany, which has compensation 
programmes in place through which 
employers can apply for tempo-
rary state assistance to top up the 
wages of workers working reduced 
hours, provides a clear illustration 
of the important role that public 
authorities have played in facilitat-
ing firms’ recourse to short-time 
working during the crisis. In the 
last quarter of 2008 the numbers 
of short-time workers in Germany 
rose dramatically and this continued 
into the first part of 2009, with the 
result that by May 2009 the number 
of recipients of short-time work-
ing allowances had risen to around 
1.5 million, much higher than in 
previous years (Chart 32). Although 
the figures have subsequently fall-
en, there were still over 800 thou-
sand recipients of allowances in 
15) (   In a number of EU Member States, meas-
ures are in place to provide support for 
a reduction in hours of work at times of 
downturns in economic activity in order 
to moderate the effects on employ-
ment. These measures include partial 
unemployment benefits, paid to those 
who work a reduced number of hours or 
days a week, and temporary support for 
short-time working, paid to employers to 
enable them to maintain jobs at times of 
reduced demand for their products. The 
latter has been particularly important in 
Germany during such periods. For more 
details on short-time working arrange-
ments see section 3.1 of Chapter 2.
  December 2009, which is around 
half the peak in May 2009. 
In several other countries partial 
unemployment benefits have played 
a similarly important role. These act 
in a similar way to short-time working 
allowances, providing income sup-
port to those whose hours of work 
are reduced because of a downturn 
in the economy and enabling them 
to remain in employment rather 
than become fully unemployed. This 
scheme has been particularly impor-
tant in Belgium, where it has played 
a major role in moderating the rise 
in ‘full’ unemployment (Chart 33).
Just how important such meas-
ures have been in certain Member 
States at the height of the crisis can 
be seen in Charts 34(a) and 34(b), 
which show the share of the overall 
reduction in total hours worked (i.e. 
total labour input to the economy) 
between 2008 and 2009 which can 
be attributed to the reduction in 
hours worked per person in employ-
ment (as opposed to reductions in 
the number of employed i.e. head-
count employment)(16). Adjustment 
16) (   Working hour reduction do not, how-
ever, only reflect the impact of gov-
ernment financed short-time working 
schemes but also mechanisms and insti-
tutions already in place for firms to 
reduce employees hours without gov-
ernment intervention (for example as 
already existed in Germany) 
through reductions in hours per 
worker between these two years 
was the main reaction in countries 
such as Austria, Belgium, the Czech 
Republic, Italy, Slovakia, and espe-
cially Germany (where it accounted 
for almost 100% of the reduction 
in total hours worked), but was also 
substantial in most others. Even in 
countries where no formal short-
time working schemes exist, such 
as Sweden, a significant amount of 
the adjustment took place through 
a reduction in the hours worked per 
person, reflecting a much greater use 
of internal flexibility by employers in 
this crisis compared to previous reces-
sions. Even so, in countries such as 
Denmark, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, 
the Netherlands and the UK the fall 
in the total number of hours worked 
was due much more to reductions in 
employment. In Bulgaria, Portugal 
and Spain all adjustment was via 
employment, as average hours per 
worked increased slightly. For the EU 
as a whole, the reduction in hours 
per worker accounted for around 
40% of the reduction in total hours 
worked, compared to around 25% 
for the US.
Chart 32: Stock of recipients of short-time working allowance  
caused by economic conjuncture in Germany
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…in the industry  
and construction sectors
As highlighted previously, much of 
the decline in economic activity dur-
ing the crisis occurred in the industry 
and construction sectors, which have 
seen especially sharp peak-to-trough 
contractions in output of the order 
of 15-20%. However, although these 
sectors have seen relatively strong 
associated reductions in employment, 
it is also the case that there have been 
strong adjustments through reduced 
working hours, which has acted to 
cushion workers from even higher 
job losses. 
In line with the relatively strong fall in 
the production indices after the first 
quarter of 2008, there was an almost 
immediate change in the indices of 
hours worked and of persons employed 
(Chart 35). In industry, total working 
hours declined at a much faster rate 
than employment from the third quar-
ter of 2008 through to the first quarter 
of 2009, implying a substantial adjust-
ment in the sector in the initial phase 
of the crisis through reducing working 
hours as opposed to laying people off.   
As a result, over the four quarters fol-
lowing 2008q1 the total decline in the 
index of hours worked was stronger 
than the decline in the index of per-
sons employed (down 7.4% and 5.0% 
respectively), supporting the view that 
employers first reduced hours before 
making redundancies. However, from 
the second quarter of 2009 onwards 
the situation reversed, with further, 
although generally more limited, 
employment declines exceeding the 
falls in total hours worked. This might 
suggest that retained workers are now 
having their hours extended relative 
to the previously reduced levels, at the 
same time as labour shedding contin-
ues, and indeed by the second quar-
ter of 2010 total hours worked had 
started to increase again despite con-
tinued employment losses. By the sec-
ond quarter of 2010, the falls in both 
indices compared to the peaks in early 
2008 were broadly similar, with the 
index of hours worked down 10.3% 
and the index of persons employed 
down a slightly stronger 11.5%.
Chart 33: Stock of recipients of partial unemployment benefits in Belgium
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Chart 34: Decomposition of total labour input in the EU Member States and the US 
:(a) Change in total labour input (total hours worked) between 2008-2009 decomposed 
into employment change and change in average hours worked per employed
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In construction the trend has been 
somewhat different. In general (except 
for 2008q3) the decline in the index of 
hours worked over the four quarters 
following 2008q1 broadly matched 
the decline in the employment index 
(by 2009q1 they were down 6.3% 
and 6.7% respectively), indicating 
that the immediate response in the 
highly labour-intensive (and relatively 
low productivity) construction sector 
was rather to lay people off. How-
ever, from the second quarter of 2009 
onwards, total hours worked fell much 
more substantially than employment, 
suggesting that, while job losses have 
continued, more emphasis has been 
put on reducing average working 
hours to cope with the reduced level 
of demand. As a result, by the second 
quarter of 2010 the index of hours 
worked was down almost 19% while 
the index of persons employed was 
down a more limited 14.3% compared 
to their respective highs in early 2008.
Focussing on the industry sector in 
more detail, in almost all industrial 
activities (at the NACE Division level), 
both of the labour input indices 
declined over the first year of the 
labour market downturn in the EU to 
the second quarter of 2009 (Chart 36).   
There were few industrial activities 
that appeared relatively robust in the 
face of the downturn.
The greatest falls (between about 
12% and 14%) in the index of persons 
employed during this period were in 
the manufacture of textiles, wearing 
apparel and leather products. These 
activities have been in decline for a 
number of years, both during the 
build-up to the abolition of the Agree-
ment on Textiles and Clothing at the 
end of 2004 and the subsequent abo-
lition of textile and clothing import 
quotas. The economic downturn since 
early 2008 appears to have acceler-
ated the ongoing re-structuring of 
businesses in these activities.
In the vast majority of industrial 
activities, the rate of decline in total 
hours worked during the year to the 
end of the second quarter of 2009 
was stronger than the decline in per-
sons employed. This was particularly 
the case in the manufacture of motor 
vehicles and trailers (where the index 
of hours worked declined by around 
16%, a considerably stronger rate 
than the 9.7% reduction in persons 
employed), together with related 
upstream activities (e.g. manufacture 
of basic metals, electrical equipment 
and fabricated metal products).
In a number of respects the automo-
tive sector was a showcase in terms 
of its adjustment to the crisis through 
working time flexibility. Many of the 
large automotive companies, espe-
cially in western European Member 
States, extended scheduled seasonal 
closures over Christmas 2008/New 
Year 2009. Even after the resumption 
of production in 2009, many firms 
announced temporary plant closures 
during the year. The reduction or elim-
ination of overtime and nightshifts 
was also a common response, as was 
compulsory leave-taking where work-
ers were obliged to take annual leave 
entitlements in periods specified by 
their employer (often in   conjunction 
Chart 35: Employment and hours worked in industry and construction sectors in the EU, 2005-2010
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with temporary plant closures). 
  Furthermore, either in combination 
with or in addition to many of the 
above measures, the use of obligatory 
periods of unpaid leave and shortened 
working weeks was widespread.
Over the second year of labour mar-
ket retrenchment (i.e. from 2009q2 to 
2010q2), however, there was rather 
less evidence of working hours reduc-
tions continuing to be used to soften 
the declines in employment. Moreover, 
firms are now increasingly focused on 
improving their competitiveness, and 
in certain industry sub-sectors have 
started to increase the working hours 
of the employees they have retained. 
Across most industry sub-sectors, the 
rate of decline in total hours worked 
during the year to the end of the sec-
ond quarter of 2010 was weaker than 
the decline in persons employed, and 
in some cases total hours worked had 
even increased. This was even the case 
in the automotive sector, and perhaps 
suggests that the limits to softening 
the impact of the crisis on employment 
through working hours adjustment 
may have been reached, and that any 
further deterioration in the labour 
market is now being enacted almost 
entirely through labour shedding. 
Impact on workers’ average 
working hours
The sharp drop in economic activ-
ity during the crisis, combined with 
a much smaller fall in the number 
of persons employed, was ultimate-
ly reflected in the figures for the 
number of hours worked per person 
and the output generated per per-
son employed (labour productivity). 
In addition to an increased share of 
part-time workers during the crisis, 
there was a significant fall in the 
average number of hours worked 
each week by people in employ-
ment (in their main job). The result 
of favouring reductions in working 
time rather than reductions in the 
level of employment is visible in data 
from the EU labour force survey on 
actual hours worked by those work-
ers remaining in employment. 
Over the first year of the crisis 
(2008q2 to 2009q2), much of the 
labour market adjustment took 
place through reductions in work-
ing hours. By the second quarter of 
2009, workers in the EU worked on 
average 36.5 hours per week in their 
main job, 0.7 hours (or 1.9%) less per 
week than a year earlier. The decline 
mainly resulted from the drop in 
hours worked by full-time workers 
(by 0.7 hours to 40.3 hours), while 
part-time employed worked on aver-
age only 0.2 hours less. The following 
year (2009q2 to 2010q2) saw a slight 
rise in average working hours, which 
had increased to 36.9 hours per week 
by the second quarter of 2010, up 
by 0.3 hours (or 0.9%) on a year 
earlier. Nevertheless, average hours 
were still down by 0.4 hours (or 1%) 
compared to the level at the start of 
the crisis two years before.  
The downward adjustment in aver-
age working hours during the first 
year of the crisis is generally reflected 
at Member State level (Chart 37).   
In most Member States workers 
remaining in employment in the sec-
ond quarter of 2009 worked on aver-
age less compared to a year previous-
ly, the only exceptions to this were 
Portugal (with no change in aver-
age hours) and Luxembourg (where 
average hours rose). The significant 
reduction in average working hours 
between 2008q2 and 2009q2 appears 
to have tempered employment con-
traction in some Member States, in 
particular in countries such as Aus-
tria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, 
Chart 36: Change in employment and hours worked among industrial sub-sectors in the EU, 2008q2 - 2009q2 and 2009q2 - 2010q2
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France, Germany, Slovenia and Slova-
kia, but did not manage to prevent a 
drastic decline in employment in oth-
ers such as Estonia, Ireland, Lithua-
nia and Spain (Chart 38). Over the 
second year (2009q2 to 2010q2) the 
picture was more mixed across Mem-
ber States, nevertheless with most 
seeing an increase in average hours 
worked per week, although gener-
ally less than the decline of the pre-
vious year. Average hours continued 
to decline significantly only in Latvia, 
Malta and the Netherlands. Despite 
the broad upward adjustment in the 
second year, for most Member States 
average hours worked in the second 
quarter of 2010 still remained down 
on the level two years before at 
the start of the downturn. However, 
in a few (Cyprus, France, Greece, 
Luxembourg, Portugal and Sweden) 
average hours were higher than in 
early 2008 generally thanks to the 
recovery over the second year.
In terms of working hour develop-
ments for full-time and part-time 
employment, most Member States 
saw fairly substantial declines for 
both during the first year of the 
downturn, although in most cases 
the relative falls for full-time workers 
were more substantial (Chart 39(a)).   
In certain Member States, such as Esto-
nia, Ireland, Italy, Slovenia and Slova-
kia, quite marked relative decreases 
in average hours worked by   full-time 
workers were   accompanied by notice-
able increases in average hours 
worked by part-time workers. Part 
of this may be due to full time work-
ers having their hours reduced and 
them subsequently being reclassified 
as part-time workers. Over the second 
year of the crisis, most Member States 
saw quite strong relative increases in 
hours worked by full-time workers, 
the main exceptions being Latvia, 
Malta and the Netherlands where 
significant reductions were recorded 
(Chart 39(b)). In general, however, 
any downward adjustment in the sec-
ond year was mainly through reduced 
hours for part-time workers, this 
being particularly the case for most 
of the new Member States. (Again for 
some this may reflect a reclassifica-
tion between part-time and full-time 
workers.) For most of the old Mem-
ber States, average weekly working 
hours for both full-time and part-time 
workers were significantly higher in 
2010q2 compared to 2009q2.      
Focusing on developments across sec-
tors, average weekly working hours 
shortened considerably over the initial 
year of the crisis across almost all sec-
tors (Chart 40). Nevertheless, a notice-
ably large reduction in average week-
ly working time in the manufacturing 
sector (down 3.2% between 2008q2 
and 2009q2) and in the construction 
sector (down 1.9%) did not prevent 
severe contractions in employment 
in these sectors of around 7% year-
on-year. Similarly, despite quite large 
reductions in weekly working hours 
in  transportation and storage and 
the  wholesale and retail trade and 
repair of motor vehicles sectors (of 
2.1% and 1.6% respectively) there 
was also substantial employment con-
traction in these sectors of close to 
3%. In contrast, in several of the serv-
ice sectors (most notably in Human 
health and social work, Education 
and Professional, scientific and tech-
nical activities sectors, and to a lesser 
extent in the Accommodation and 
food services and in Administrative 
and support service activities sectors) 
noticeable declines in average weekly 
working hours were accompanied by 
an expansion in employment.
Chart 37: Change in average hours worked per week in the main job  
in EU Member States, 2008q2 - 2010q2
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Chart 38: Change in employment in EU Member States 2008q2 - 2009q2  
compared to changes in average hours worked per week in the main job
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In the second year since the beginning 
of the crisis the situation reversed, with 
most sectors recording rises in average 
working hours in 2010q2 compared to 
2009q2. The strongest increases were 
in the manufacturing sector (up 2.2%) 
and in activities of households as 
employers (up 4.3%). In some services 
sectors increased working hours were 
accompanied by rises in employment, 
most notably in human health and 
social work, education, administra-
tive and support service activities and 
activities of households as employers. 
However, in many sectors, especially 
those that had seen large employ-
ment declines in the previous year 
(manufacturing, construction, mining 
and quarrying, transportation and 
storage, and the wholesale and retail 
trade and repair of motor vehicles sec-
tors), rises in average working hours 
were accompanied by further strong 
reductions in employment.
Labour costs and wages
On a general level, there has been 
considerable wage moderation in 
the face of the economic down-
turn and the associated heightened 
risk of unemployment. The economic 
crisis has put pressure on financ-
es and expenditures of both public 
employers and companies, resulting 
in 2008 and 2009 being years of par-
ticular pressure on workers’ wages.   
Chart 39: Change in average hours worked in main job for the EU Member States by full and part time employment
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Chart 40: Changes in workers’ average hours worked per week and in employment across sectors in the EU,  
2008q2 - 2009q2 and 2009q2 - 2010q2
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In the public sector this pressure 
has been highlighted through public 
wage freezes or cuts; in the private 
sector, through sector and company 
level negotiations which have often 
had a strong impact on wages.
Figures for year-on-year growth in 
compensation per employee and 
negotiated wages(17) in the euro area 
show that the impact of the crisis on 
wages started being reflected in late 
2008 and became more pronounced 
in the course of 2009 (Chart 41). Fol-
lowing the onset of the recession, 
both measures initially continued 
to rise, reflecting contractual wage 
agreements made in 2007-08 – a time 
of increasing labour market tightness 
and relatively high inflation rates. 
This also reflects that in some coun-
tries (such as Germany) agreements 
at that time were made after a long 
period of wage moderation, and a 
period of catching up then followed. 
By 2009 these trends had reversed 
markedly, as the environment of 
weak activity, rising unemployment 
and low inflation led to lower out-
comes in wage negotiations
The annual growth rate of compen-
sation per employee started declin-
ing in the last quarter of 2008, hav-
ing peaked at 3.5% in the previous 
quarter. It fell sharply over that last 
quarter and the first quarter of 2009 
down to 1.7%, and then declined 
further over the following year, 
although at a much more moder-
ate pace. It had edged further down 
to around 1.5% by the first quarter 
of 2010, before recovering slightly 
in the second quarter. The strong 
deceleration in compensation per 
employee over late 2008 and 2009 
reflects both lower wage growth per 
hour and fewer hours worked. 
17) (   Compensation per employee is the total 
remuneration, in cash or in kind, that 
is payable by employers to employees, 
i.e. gross wages and salaries, as well 
as bonuses, overtime payments and 
employers’ social security contributions, 
divided by the total number of employ-
ees. The index of negotiated wages 
measures the direct outcome of collec-
tive bargaining in terms of basic pay 
(i.e. excluding bonuses) at the euro area 
level. It refers to the implied average 
change in monthly wages and salaries.
The annual growth rate of negoti-
ated wages in the euro area adjust-
ed somewhat slower to the cri-
sis, when compared to the annual 
growth rate of compensation per 
employee, reflecting that, as nego-
tiated wages capture agreed wage 
increases through collective agree-
ments, this indicator tends to react 
to economic changes with a lag. 
Growth in negotiated wages, which 
peaked at 3.7% in the last quarter 
of 2008, fell continuously over 2009 
and into the first quarter of 2010, 
by which time it had declined to 
1.8%. The decline in the annual 
rate of growth of negotiated wages 
reflected worker’s reduced bargain-
ing power and adaptation to new 
market conditions as a consequence 
of the decline in economic activity 
and the increase in unemployment.
Focusing on developments at Mem-
ber State level since the   economic 
downturn in the EU began in spring 
Chart 41: Year-on-year growth in compensation per employee and negotiated 
wages in the euro area, 2005-2010
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Chart 42: Year-on-year percentage changes in EU Member States in wages  
per employee 2008q2 - 2009q2 and 2009q2 - 2010q2 compared to the average  
over the preceding three years 
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2008, year-on-year growth in wages/
salaries per employee(18) to the sec-
ond quarter was much weaker in 
most Member States in each of the 
last two years when compared to 
the average of the previous three 
years for the same period (Chart 42). 
Furthermore, wages per employee 
have declined in several countries 
over both yearly periods, notably in 
Ireland and the three Baltic States. 
That there have also been declines 
in actual wages in some Mem-
ber States is confirmed by offi-
cial national sources. For example, 
according to the Latvian Statisti-
cal Office, wages in Latvia, which 
has been the hardest hit of all 
Member States by the economic 
crisis, had shrunk by 12% by the 
fourth quarter of 2009 compared 
to the same period in 2008. Though 
both public and private sectors 
have witnessed wage reductions, 
the biggest pay cuts were among 
government employees, who have 
seen their wages slashed as part of 
the government’s austerity plan. 
According to the Latvian Statisti-
cal Office, monthly average gross 
wages and salaries in the public sec-
tor had fallen by 23.7% compared 
to a year earlier, which compares 
with a more limited fall of 5% in 
the private sector.
The general moderation in growth 
in wages per employee in part 
reflects the more widespread resort 
to concession bargaining in response 
to the slump in demand during the 
crisis, with employers seeking to 
link employment security (e.g. the 
withdrawal of compulsory redun-
dancy plans) to pay freezes or pay 
cuts. High-profile cases of this type 
of approach were observed in the 
airline industry. 
18) (   This is a macro-economic aggregate and 
negative values cannot simply be read 
as indicating that there have been wage 
cuts. The composition of the employee 
population may change and result in 
changes in wages per employee without 
any wage rate having changed, i.e. it 
also reflects the underlying changes in 
the distribution of employees across sec-
tors/occupations etc.
In terms of developments in hourly 
labour costs (i.e. the hourly labour 
costs rate), after a steady accel-
eration in the second half of 2008, 
the year-on-year growth in the EU 
business economy dropped sharply 
to 1.0% in the first quarter of 
2009, before recovering to 3.6% 
in the second quarter. It then fell 
progressively in each quarter over 
the following year and by the sec-
ond quarter of 2010 was down to 
1.6%. The developments in total 
hourly labour costs closely reflect 
similar underlying developments in 
the wage and salary component, 
rises in which decreased from a 
year-on-year growth rate of 4.7% 
in the last quarter of 2008 to 1.5% 
by the second quarter of 2010 and 
which also fell sharply (to 0.5%) in 
the first quarter of 2009 (Chart 43).   
Comparing year-on-year growth 
in the hourly wages and salaries 
component for the fourth quar-
ter of 2009 (2.1%) with that for 
the same quarter in the preced-
ing years reveals much lower wage 
growth over 2009 than over both 
2007 (4.0%) and 2008 (4.7%), again 
indicating that there has been con-
siderable wage moderation during 
the crisis.
Among the larger Member States, 
year-on-year growth in the hourly 
wage rate (and consequently in 
hourly labour costs) declined sharp-
ly over the second half of 2009 in 
Germany and Poland, in the former 
falling to -0.4% before recovery 
slightly by mid-2010, and in the lat-
ter to 3.8% (compared to around 
13.5% at the beginning of 2008 and 
7.8% in the last quarter of 2008). 
Similarly, by the end of 2009 year-
on-year growth rates were well 
down in all the other larger Mem-
ber States except Italy compared 
to levels in the last quarter of the 
previous year, especially in the UK 
which, together with France, expe-
rienced a particularly strong fall 
in the first quarter of 2009. By the 
second quarter of 2010 year-on-
year growth rates had declined fur-
ther in Spain and the UK, but had 
  recovered strongly in France.
The impact   2.2.5. 
on productivity and real  
unit labour costs
In the initial stage of the crisis (from 
2008q2 to 2009q2) it was clear 
that, overall, the EU labour market 
adjusted mainly through reduced 
labour productivity (i.e. productivity 
per person employed) rather than 
through employment contraction, 
reflecting a relative preference for 
labour hoarding as firms tried to 
hold on to workers and reduced their 
Chart 43: Year-on-year growth in the nominal hourly wages and salaries component 
of labour cost index for the EU and larger Member States
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working hours(19) (Chart 44). Indeed, 
the more muted fall in employment 
compared to the US was secured at 
the expense of productivity – while 
around a third of the fall in EU GDP 
was accounted for by a contrac-
tion in employment, the decline in 
labour productivity accounted for 
just over two-thirds. 
In all Member States except Estonia, 
Ireland, Greece, Latvia, Portugal 
and Spain, adjustment was mainly 
though falls in productivity rather 
than employment.  Indeed, in Aus-
tria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, 
Malta, the Netherlands, Romania, 
Slovenia and Slovakia, almost all 
of the adjustment (around 80% or 
more of the decline in GDP) was 
accounted for by falls in produc-
tivity, with hardly any reduction 
in employment, while in Germany 
and Luxembourg all the adjustment 
was via productivity as employment 
either remained unchanged or still 
increased year-on-year. However, in 
contrast, there was a particularly 
strong (over)reaction of employ-
ment to falls in economic activ-
ity in Ireland and Spain, leading to 
increases in labour productivity in 
those specific Member States.
The situation over the following 
year (from 2009q2 to 2010q2) modi-
fied considerably, with continued 
employment contraction in the 
majority of Member States while 
productivity recovered strongly in 
all except Greece (Chart 45). Among 
those Member States where eco-
nomic output had still declined 
in 2010q2 compared to 2009q2, 
employment contraction accounted 
for all (Bulgaria, Ireland, Latvia and 
Romania) or the majority (Greece) 
of the negative adjustment. In those 
countries which had seen   economic 
output expand, most still saw 
employment contract over the year, 
19) (   Care needs to be taken in looking at 
productivity in the short term – while it 
has declined, keeping people in work at 
lower productivity will mean when the 
recovery comes they are in place to react 
straight away (and firms can avoid firing 
and hiring costs), so in a longer term 
perspective the effect on productivity 
may be more positive overall).
Chart 44: Percentage changes (yr-on-yr) in GDP, employment  
and labour productivity in EU Member States, 2008q2 - 2009q2
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Chart 45: Percentage changes (yr-on-yr) in GDP, employment  
and labour productivity in EU Member States, 2009q2 - 2010q2
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Chart 46: Developments in GDP, employment and labour productivity  
growth (q-on-q) in the EU, 2008-2010
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most notably in Estonia and Lithua-
nia, although several had seen some 
limited employment expansion 
(Austria, Belgium, Germany, Luxem-
bourg, Malta, Poland and Sweden). 
The improved overall economic situ-
ation compared to that in mid-2009 
has therefore been reflected almost 
entirely in improved labour produc-
tivity across Member States rath-
er than in an increase in employ-
ment. Indeed, labour productivity 
in the EU improved to post positive 
quarter-on-quarter growth rates 
from the second quarter of 2009 
onwards, while employment con-
tinued to contract through to early 
2010 (Chart 46).
The Commission’s spring 2010 Eco-
nomic Forecast(20) explored the 
apparent trade-off between labour 
hoarding and productivity by com-
paring recent developments in the 
euro area and the US. It reports that 
poor productivity developments 
have been the flip-side of relatively 
more resilient labour markets in 
Europe compared to the US. During 
the recession, euro-area productiv-
ity (output per employee) fell at 
an unprecedented annual rate of 
-2¾% (2008q2-2009q2), i.e. about 
4 percentage points below the pre-
crisis average (2000q1-2008q2). 
This is in contrast to develop-
ments in the US where productiv-
ity growth also fell, but only from 
some 2% (2000q1-2007q4) to 1.5% 
(2008q1-2009q2). In terms of out-
put per hour worked, the responses 
were slightly less pronounced, indi-
cating the use of working hours as 
a cyclical adjustment variable on top 
of job cuts. Sizeable differences also 
characterise the rebound in produc-
tivity growth in the early stages of 
the recovery, with a much stronger 
pick-up in the US. The aggregate 
figures, however, mask considerable 
differences across EU Member States 
and US regions. Among the reasons 
given for the exceptionally strong 
decline in euro-area productivity 
20) (   European Commission Spring 2010 Europe-
an Economic Forecast, (see http://ec.europa.
eu/economy_finance/publications/europe-
an_economy/2010/ee2_en.htm).
during the crisis are the strength of 
the recession, the sectoral impact of 
the shock, ‘labour hoarding’ deci-
sions by firms, and unprecedented 
government measures aimed at sup-
porting employment even at the 
expense of a fall in productivity. 
The decline in output combined 
with labour hoarding in the early 
stages of the crisis led to a sig-
nificant increase in year-on-year 
real unit labour costs (RULC)(21) in 
the EU in late 2008 and in the 
first half of 2009 (Chart 47). This 
reflected a sharp decline in output 
(and productivity) while wages and 
employment adjusted less markedly. 
Indeed, despite the moderation in 
compensation per employee, unit 
labour costs grew strongly in most 
countries on the back of sharp falls 
in productivity. The marked rise in 
average unit labour cost growth at 
EU level by mid-2009 reflected main-
ly a sharp rise in Germany, Poland 
(over 2008 only) and the UK, and 
also, although to a slightly lesser 
extent, in France and Italy. However, 
all have subsequently seen year-on-
year growth in real unit labour costs 
21) (   Real unit labour cost growth com-
pares remuneration and productivity 
to show how and to what extent the 
remuneration of employees is related 
to productivity. It is the relationship 
between how much each worker is 
paid and the amount each employed 
person produces.
decline strongly over the second 
half of 2009 and early 2010, with 
all but France and the UK seeing 
growth broadly fall back towards 
close to the zero level by the end of 
the year, while in Poland real unit 
labour costs registered strong nega-
tive growth. The downward adjust-
ment broadly continued over the 
first half of 2010, with year-on-year 
growth also having turned negative 
by the second quarter for France, 
Germany, Italy and Spain. (In Spain 
growth in real unit labour costs has 
generally been declining since the 
beginning of 2008, and unlike the 
other larger Member States, did not 
rise substantially over late 2008 and 
early 2009, reflecting the strong 
employment declines and associat-
ed productivity rises in that country 
during the crisis). Overall, therefore, 
the unsustainable rises in real unit 
labour costs witnessed in the EU 
during the height of the crisis have 
subsequently moderated, with year-
on-year growth even turning nega-
tive recently, reflecting the pick-up 
in output and labour productivity 
together with the continued mod-
eration in wages/labour costs.
Chart 47: Developments in year-on-year growth in real unit labour costs in the EU 
and the larger Member States, 2007-2010
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WHICH POPULATION  3. 
SUBGROUPS HAVE BEEN 
MOST AFFECTED? -  
THE IMPACT OF THE 
CRISIS ACROSS VARIOUS 
POPULATION SUBGROUPS
Employment rate  3.1. 
developments
Results from the European labour 
force survey show that certain 
population subgroups have been 
affected much more than others 
by employment contraction during 
the recent recession (Chart 48 and 
Table 5). 
Comparing employment rates 
with those a year earlier indicates 
that the pace of decline from late 
2008 through to mid-2009 was 
much stronger for men than for 
women. Year-on-year employment 
rate changes for men had already 
turned negative in the final quarter 
of 2008 and then accelerated with 
sharp declines over the first half of 
2009, leading to the male employ-
ment rate being down by more 
than 2 percentage points on a year 
earlier by the middle of the year. 
Declines only started for women in 
the first quarter of 2009 and have 
been much less dramatic, with the 
year-on-year fall in the rate reach-
ing a maximum of only 0.8 percent-
age points in the third quarter of 
2009. However, a strong easing in 
the declines for men over the first 
half of 2010 led to year-on-year 
falls being broadly similar for both 
sexes by the second quarter of 2010. 
Nevertheless, it still remains the case 
that men have suffered much more 
from employment contraction than 
women, as the cumulative reduction 
in the employment rate compared 
to 2008q2 amounted to 2.7 percent-
age points for men and 0.7 percent-
age points for women by the second 
quarter of 2010.
The strong fall in male employ-
ment rates reflects a strong under-
lying decline in the rates for prime 
working age (25-54 years) men, and 
especially young (15-24 years) men, 
which amounted to 3.1 percentage 
points and 4.2 percentage points 
respectively by 2010q2 compared 
to 2008q2. Their rates declined 
rapidly from late 2008 through to 
the third quarter of 2009, when 
the year-on-year decline peaked 
at around 2.5 and 3.5 percentage 
points respectively, before easing off 
sharply by mid-2010. Although rela-
tively more limited, young women 
have also seen substantial declines 
in their employment rate, with year-
on year falls peaking at around 
2 percentage points and remaining 
fairly strong into the first half of 
2010. As a result the total decline 
in their employment rate compared 
to 2008q2 amounted to 2.6 percent-
age points. In contrast, employment 
rate declines have been relatively 
subdued for prime age women and 
older men (55-64 years), for whom 
Chart 48: Year-on-year changes in employment rates in the EU for various groups
P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
p
o
i
n
t
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
 
o
n
 
p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
 
y
e
a
r
... by gender
-2.5
-2.0
-1.5
-1.0
-0.5
0.0
0.5
1.0
1.5
Q2 Q1
2010
Q4 Q3 Q2
2009
Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2
2008
Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2
2007
Q1
Total
Women
Men
P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
p
o
i
n
t
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
 
o
n
 
p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
 
y
e
a
r
-4.0
-3.5
-3.0
-2.5
-2.0
-1.5
-1.0
-0.5
0.0
0.5
1.0
1.5
Q2 Q1
2010
Q4 Q3 Q2
2009
Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2
2008
Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2
2007
Q1
Women 55-64
Women 25-54
Women 15-24
Men 55-64
Men 25-54
Men 15-24
... by gender and age
-5
-4
-3
-2
-1
0
1
2
3
Non-EU nationals
Other EU nationals
Nationals
P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
p
o
i
n
t
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
 
o
n
 
p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
 
y
e
a
r
Q2 Q1
2010
Q4 Q3 Q2
2009
Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2
2008
Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2
2007
Q1
... by nationality
P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
p
o
i
n
t
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
 
o
n
 
p
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
 
y
e
a
r
-2.5
-2.0
-1.5
-1.0
-0.5
0.0
0.5
1.0
Q2 Q1
2010
Q4 Q3 Q2
2009
Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2
2008
Q1 Q4 Q3 Q2
2007
Q1
High
Medium
Low
... by skill level
Source: Eurostat, EU LFS. Data non-seasonally adjusted.Chapter 1  EU labour markets in time of economic crisis – relatively resilient, but persisting weakness and slow jobs recovery expected
53
rates started to fall later and with 
year-on-year declines amounting to 
well below a percentage point, while 
rates for older women have actually 
continued to rise over the whole 
period since the crisis began, buck-
ing the trend for all other groups. 
In terms of nationality, non-EU 
nationals have experienced the 
sharpest falls in employment rates.   
Declines have also been more sig-
nificant for nationals of other EU 
countries (i.e. EU citizens whose 
nationality is different from the 
Member State in which they reside) 
when compared to the falls for 
nationals, although their year-on-
year rate declines broadly stabilised 
in 2009 from the second quarter on, 
while those for non-EU nationals 
continued to worsen through to the 
third quarter. However, declines 
for both have subsequently eased 
over late 2009 and the first half of 
2010. Nevertheless, by the second 
quarter of 2010, the employment 
rate for non-EU nationals was down 
a cumulative 4.5 percentage points 
on the rate in the second quarter 
of 2008, that for other EU-nationals 
down 2.1 percentage points, and 
that for nationals down a more lim-
ited 1.6 percentage points.
In terms of skills, population 
groups of all skill levels have seen 
  employment rates decline. Year-on-
year rate falls accelerated for all 
skill groups through to the third 
quarter of 2009, before easing off 
subsequently, but with the declines 
being greatest for the low-skilled 
and weakest for the high-skilled. 
Compared to rates in the second 
quarter of 2008, the largest cumu-
lative fall through to 2010q2 has 
been for the low-skilled (down 3.0 
percentage points), but even the 
high-skilled have seen rates fall sub-
stantially (by some 1.4 percentage 
points), although the latter reflects 
the fact that the increase in the 
number of high skilled has been 
even faster than the increase in their 
employment (the underlying popu-
lation of the high-skilled aged 15-64 
increased by 5.1 million (or 7.4%) 
over the two year period, while 
employment of the high-skilled in 
this age group increased by a more 
limited 3.3 million (or 5.7%)).
Changes   3.2. 
in employment levels
Focusing on overall changes in 
employment levels over the total 
period since the downturn in the EU 
labour market started in 2008q2, the 
relative falls in employment likewise 
vary considerably across different 
population sub-groups. Men, young 
people, the low-skilled and non-EU 
nationals have been relatively most 
affected by falling employment over 
this period (Chart 49). 
With regard to gender, men have 
suffered the brunt of the contrac-
tion in employment, with their 
employment having fallen by 3.4% 
(versus only a 0.7% decline for 
women) and accounting for around 
85% of the total net reduction in 
Table 5: Employment rate developments between 2008q2 and 2010q2
    ER in 2008q2 ER in 2010q2
Total ER 
change
Total Total 66.0 64.3 -1.7
Gender
Men 73.0 70.2 -2.7
Women 59.1 58.4 -0.7
Gender  
and age group
Men 15-24 40.3 36.1 -4.2
Men 25-54 87.2 84.1 -3.1
Men 55-64 55.1 54.6 -0.4
Women 15-24 34.5 31.8 -2.6
Women 25-54 72.4 71.6 -0.8
Women 55-64 37.0 38.6 1.6
Nationality
Nationals 66.2 64.7 -1.6
Other EU nationals 69.9 67.8 -2.1
Non-EU nationals 59.8 55.3 -4.5
Skill level
Low 48.1 45.1 -3.0
Medium 71.0 68.7 -2.3
High 84.1 82.8 -1.4
Source: Eurostat, EU LFS. Data non-seasonally adjusted.
Chart 49: Relative change in employment in the EU by sex, age,  
skill level and nationality, 2008q2 - 2010q2
Skill level Age Nationality Sex Total
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  employment to the second quar-
ter of 2010. This different gender 
impact of the recession on employ-
ment strongly reflects differences in 
the types of jobs that women and 
men perform. The greater concen-
tration of women in part-time work, 
lower-paid jobs and smaller firms 
has had an impact on the relative 
effects of the downturn. 
Similarly, the different sectoral 
concentration of male and female 
employment has played a key role. 
To date the economic downturn 
has had a much greater impact on 
male-oriented sectors, such as the 
construction and manufacturing 
sectors (which combined account 
for around two-thirds of total sec-
toral employment declines, and in 
which men account for more than 
two-thirds of overall employment). 
Conversely, women more often 
work in sectors shielded from busi-
ness cycle fluctuations — such as 
the public sector, health, education 
and the social sector. Nevertheless, 
in the future, female employment 
may give more cause for concern as 
those are precisely the sectors that 
will be more affected by upcoming 
fiscal tightening. Moreover, even 
though fewer women than men 
have lost their jobs in this crisis,   
those who become unemployed 
may have more difficulty in finding 
a job, being more vulnerable on 
the open labour market, in so far as 
they have less labour-market expe-
rience on average, and their careers 
are more often based on part-time 
jobs with temporary contracts.
In terms of age, employment per-
formance has generally been better 
the older the age group. Youth 
(those aged 15–24) continue to be 
proportionately the most affected 
by employment contraction, with 
a decline in employment of 11.4% 
over this period, reflecting the high 
share of temporary employment 
among young people (in 2008, 
40% of employed 15-24 year olds 
had temporary contracts, whereas 
among 25-64 year olds the share 
was only 11%). This compares with 
a much more limited contraction of 
2.2% for those of prime working 
age. In contrast, employment of 
older workers aged 55-64 has held 
up well, and had even increased 
5.0% compared to the second 
quarter of 2008. Similarly, even 
employment of those aged over 65 
increased significantly (by 3.4%). 
These positive development for 
older age groups is partly thanks 
to labour-market reforms in past 
years, which have encouraged older 
workers to remain economically 
active, together with governments 
not repeating the mistakes of past 
recessions (when early retirement 
schemes were introduced to reduce 
unemployment), but it may also 
indicate that the negative impact of 
the crisis on the wealth of private 
households has induced many older 
employees to postpone retirement.
In terms of skill levels, the crisis has 
affected low-skilled employment 
most severely, with the low-skilled 
experiencing a much stronger reduc-
tion in employment than other skill 
levels.  Since 2008q2 their employ-
ment has dropped by 10.2% com-
pared with a fall of only 2.7% for 
the medium-skilled, while for the 
high-skilled employment actually 
expanded by close to 6%. These fig-
ures show the vulnerability of the 
low-skilled group and the need for 
an effective new skills agenda.
Finally, although nationals saw 
their employment decline by 2.3% 
(or around 5 million), third-country 
(i.e. non-EU) nationals experienced 
a much stronger decline of 4.3% 
(0.4 million), but in contrast nation-
als of other EU countries saw their 
employment level rise by 5.7% (0.3 
million). The particularly strong rel-
ative decline in non-EU migrants’ 
employment in part reflects the 
fact that they are over-represent-
ed in sectors such as construction, 
which has been particularly strong-
ly affected by the economic down-
turn. Furthermore, in terms of occu-
pations, a high share of migrants 
are employed in elementary occu-
pations (much more so than non-
migrants), and as craft and trades 
workers – i.e. in the low-skilled 
occupations which have been most 
at risk in the downturn. 
Indeed, in terms of occupations, 
the workers hardest hit by the crisis 
have mainly been those in man-
ual and elementary occupations 
(Chart 50). Craft and related trades 
workers and plant and machine 
  operators and assemblers have both 
seen employment levels decline by 
around 9.0% over the two years to 
the second quarter of 2010, reflect-
ing the focus of the impact of 
the labour market downturn on 
the manufacturing and construc-
tion sectors. Those in elementary 
occupations and working as clerks 
have also seen significant losses, 
with employment down by 3.4% 
and 2.9% respectively, reflecting 
the greater impact on the low-
skilled. In contrast, however, serv-
ice-sector-based occupations, other 
than clerks, have experienced sig-
nificantly lower fallout from the 
crisis, with even substantial growth 
recorded in the skilled professional 
occupations (up 4.0%).  
Unemployment 3.3. 
Developments in employment are 
reflected in the recent evolution 
of unemployment for the various 
population subgroups. While the 
overall EU unemployment rate has 
risen by 2.9 percentage points since 
the low of spring 2008, there are 
significant underlying variations 
according to gender, age group, 
skill level and nationality. Never-
theless, for each group the increase 
was significantly higher over the 
first year of the labour market 
downturn (from the second quarter 
of 2008 to the second quarter of 
2009) than in the second year (from 
the second quarter of 2009 to the 
second quarter of 2010) (Chart 51 
and Chart 57). 
Focusing on gender, as already 
highlighted, the crisis has had a 
more dramatic effect on the labour Chapter 1  EU labour markets in time of economic crisis – relatively resilient, but persisting weakness and slow jobs recovery expected
55
market situation of men than that 
of women, and the increase in the 
overall unemployment rate has 
been driven predominantly by the 
rise in the rate for men, in par-
ticular in the first year of the labour 
market downturn (Chart 51a). Com-
pared to when the average unem-
ployment rate in the EU troughed 
in spring 2008, the rate for men had 
increased by 3.6 percentage points 
to 9.8% by February 2010, and for 
women by 2.3 percentage points 
to 9.6% by July. Consequently, the 
gender gap in unemployment rates, 
still at 1.2 percentage points to 
the disadvantage of women in the 
beginning of 2008, had switched to 
the disadvantage of men by spring 
2009. However since autumn 2009, 
the lagged impact of the crisis has 
shifted more from men to women, 
and by July 2010 the male and 
female rates, both at 9.6%, were 
equal again for the first time since 
March 2009. 
Chart 50: Relative change in employment in the EU27 by occupation group,  
2008q2 - 2010q2
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Chart 51: Developments in unemployment rates in the EU for various groups, 2005-2010
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In terms of the absolute rise in 
unemployment in the EU from the 
second quarter of 2008 to the sec-
ond quarter of 2010, men account 
for almost two thirds of the increase. 
Men aged 35–44, young male adults 
(aged 25-34) and male youth (aged 
15-24) have been the worse affected 
during the downturn in absolute 
terms, together accounting for 45% 
of the overall increase in unemploy-
ment. However, the distribution of 
the total rise in unemployment dif-
fered in the two years of the down-
turn, shifting from younger men 
to older men and women. While 
in the first year of the downturn 
men aged 15-44 were affected most 
by rising unemployment (account-
ing for more than half of the total 
increase), in the second year men 
aged 45-55 and older men 55+ were 
hit more strongly, together with 
women aged 25-44, while young 
men were little affected (Chart 52). 
Overall, the rise in male unemploy-
ment has been more substantial 
than that for women across all age 
groups, being nearly double (1.6 
times higher for men aged 35-54 
to around twice for the older age 
group 55+ and for younger people 
aged less than 35) the rise in female 
employment for all groups. In terms 
of relative increases, the level of 
male unemployment jumped by 
50% from the second quarter of 
2008 to the second quarter of 2010, 
while for women the rise was more 
limited, amounting to around 30%. 
Nevertheless, it is important to qual-
ify this gender comparison, since 
measures of unemployment may not 
necessarily capture the full impact of 
the changing economic conditions 
on women, especially as they are 
more likely than men to leave the 
labour market altogether.
Turning to developments in unem-
ployment for different age groups, 
in absolute terms around a third 
(30%) of the rise in unemployment 
from the second quarter of 2008 to 
the second quarter of 2010 is attrib-
utable to the increase in unem-
ployment for young adults (aged 
25-34), nearly a quarter (23.5%) to 
adults aged 35-44, 18% to youth   
(aged 15-24), 18% to older adults 
aged 45-54 and 10% to older peo-
ple aged 55 and over. As a result, 
unemployment rates have risen 
for all age groups, but particularly 
strongly for young people aged 
15–24 (Chart 51b), for whom the rate 
started to rise earlier and increased 
particularly steeply in the first quar-
ter of 2009, and for young adults. 
By the second quarter of 2010 the 
unemployment rate for youth had 
risen 5.6 percentage points relative 
to the second quarter of 2008 and 
by 3.6 percentage points for young 
adults, in comparison to rises of 2.5 
percentage points for adults aged 
35-44, and 1.8 percentage points 
for older adults aged 45-54 and   
1.7 percentage points for older 
people aged 55+, thus reflecting a 
systematic pattern of lower increas-
es in the unemployment rate for 
higher age groups.
As unemployment rates for young 
people were already substantially 
higher than those for other age 
groups, the strong deterioration 
in the labour market situation for 
youth during the crisis has been of 
increasing concern. The increase in 
youth unemployment at EU level 
has been driven by a sharp rise in 
the unemployment rate for young 
men, at least initially, which has 
been much more pronounced than 
the rise for young women. It particu-
larly reflects a strong jump in youth 
unemployment in Spain, together 
with significant increases in France 
and the UK, although youth unem-
ployment rates have also risen in all 
other Member States, and especial-
ly so in the Baltic States and Ireland. 
As a further consequence of the 
decrease in employment opportuni-
ties for young people, the share of 
young people aged 15–24 not in 
employment, education or train-
ing (NEETs) had increased to above 
13% by the second quarter of 2010, 
from just above 11% in the first 
half of 2008, and this risks becom-
ing a significant problem unless 
urgent action is taken to improve 
young people’s situation on the 
labour market (Box 4).
Chart 52: Composition of the rise in unemployment by sex and age, 2008q2 - 2010q2
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Box 4: Impact of the crisis on youth and policy action taken to address their relatively weak labour market situation 
The economic crisis and the ensuing deterioration in the EU’s labour markets has exacerbated the labour market problems of the tradi-
tionally more vulnerable groups, which include young people — those under 25. Young people have seen their labour market situation 
deteriorate markedly, reflecting the fact that they are particularly vulnerable as they have to make the most frequent transitions — from 
school to first job, from first to second job, and so on, and are relatively more often engaged in precarious jobs. With unemployment 
among young people topping 20% of their active population, their labour market situation is of increasing concern.
Youth unemployment has risen markedly…..
Youth unemployment had already been rising since spring 2008, but rose even more sharply from autumn 2008 to spring 2009 amid the 
economic downturn, before moderating subsequently. Although the labour market for young people has stabilised since last autumn, 
with youth unemployment actually declining by 258 000 since September 2009, by July 2010 the number of unemployed young people 
stood at 5.1 million, still up by nearly 30% (1.1 million) compared to beginning of 2008. 
The youth unemployment rate has always been significantly higher than that of the adult population – at the onset of the downturn the 
ratio of the youth unemployment rate to the adult rate was 2.6 for the EU on average, with large differences across countries (Chart 53a).   
Since youth unemployment is more responsive to the business cycle than adult unemployment, the relative situation of young people 
has become even worse during the downturn: 
The unemployment rate for youth increased by nearly 6 percentage points to 20.6% in the first quarter of this year (before falling  s 
to 20.5% in the second), compared to a more limited rise of around 2.5 percentage points for adults (to 8.3% in the second 
quarter of 2010). 
Even when “correcting” for the large population of inactive youth, the unemployment-to-population ratio for youth rose by  s 
around 2.5 percentage points to 9.1% in the first quarter of 2010 before falling to 8.9% by mid-2010, while that for adults 
increased more moderately – from around 3.5% in the beginning of 2008 to 5.2% in the first quarter of 2010 (and 4.9% in the 
second quarter).
The increase in unemployment rates for youth (from the recent low to the recent peak over the period 2008q1 – 2010q2(1)) has been 
the highest in countries which were affected earlier by the crisis (i.e. Spain, Ireland and the Baltic States), and the rise for youth has 
outpaced that for adults across all Member States (Chart 53b). However, the labour market for youth has shown some signs of stabilisa-
tion earlier; the rate for young people had reached a peak already by the first quarter of 2010, while that for adults has continued to 
rise to mid-2010 in most Member States, while leaving the ratio of the youth to adult unemployment rate for the EU at 2.5.
1)  The rises are between different periods for each Member States and may be over different periods for youth and adults.  (
Chart 53: Unemployment rates and changes for youth and adults
a) Pre-crisis UR  
(recent national lows – min 2008q1 - 2008q4)
b) Changes in UR – from low to peak  
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… reflecting strong job losses among youth…
The rises in unemployment reflect substantial employment losses among youth. Employment has declined markedly for youth across almost all 
occupational groups, partially due to the disproportionate presence of temporary jobs among young people (see Chapter 3 (section 2) on tempo-
rary contracts) and their disproportionate concentration in certain cyclically-sensitive industries. The decrease in employment resulted in increased 
shares of both unemployed and inactive among youth(2). Employment among adults has also declined, however, contrary to youth, reductions have 
not impacted all occupational groups; the number of professionals and adult service workers has increased strongly (Chart 54). 
… and weaker labour market dynamics…
2)  While the number of unemployed has increased significantly since the beginning of 2008, the number of inactive declined. However, since  (
the youth population also has declined over the last two years, both shares of unemployed and inactive has increased. 
Chart 54: Changes in occupations for the EU, 2008q2 – 2010q2
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Chart 55: Transitions between labour statuses for the EU, 2007 and 2009 
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Overall, youth has always undergone significantly more frequent transitions between different labour statuses than adults, often moving 
in and out of employment before finding a job that meets their expectations or withdrawing from the labour market for a period e.g. 
returning to education (see Chapter 3 (section 6) on labour market transitions). However, during the recent downturn, labour market 
dynamics for youth worsened noticeably, also relatively compared to adults’ transitions, as young people sought to enter the labour 
market at a time of limited job opportunities and employment contraction (Chart 55). 
In 2009 compared to 2007, a significantly higher share of youth employed in the previous year become unemployed, but only a slightly 
higher share inactive, while a notably lower share of the unemployed (but also of the inactive) entered employment. Significantly more 
unemployed young people (nearly 65% compared to just over 50% in 2007), and to a more moderate extent inactive youth (88.5% ver-
sus 86.7%), remained in the same status compared to the previous year. Restrained recent transitions from unemployment to employ-
ment bring about long-term risks, like increased long-term unemployment or detachment from the labour market. 
…leading to higher shares of youth neither in education nor in employment or training.
An increase in inactivity among young people may not necessarily be a negative phenomenon, in particular as long as education and 
training remain a reason for staying outside of the labour market(3). However, amid the economic crisis and the subsequent weak labour 
market recovery, disadvantaged young people discouraged by poor future employment prospects may see little benefit from furthering 
their education and training, while transitions from school to work have been, and will be, difficult for young people, especially the 
low-educated. 
Indeed, a decline in participation has pervasive effects if not matched by youth seeking to improve their future labour market opportuni-
ties through increasing their training and skills. This most challenging group among young people, facing real difficulties on the labour 
market, is proxied by the share of youth neither in education nor in employment or training (NEET)(4). The size of this group had been 
declining up till mid-2008, however due to the downturn the share of NEETs among youth aged 15-24 has picked up over the two years 
to the second quarter of 2010 by 2 percentage points, from just above 11% to just above 13%. 
The NEET share rose over the two years in all Member States except Germany, with rises most pronounced in the Baltic States, Ireland and 
Spain (but also in Bulgaria and Italy), in line with the particularly strong deterioration in labour markets in those Member States (Chart 56).
High unemployment rates and shares of youth classified as NEET, and difficulties in prompt school-to-work transitions for new genera-
tions of entrants in the labour market, which have been aggravated during the recent crisis, bring about long-term risks of detachment 
from the labour market, i.e. discouragement, long-term unemployment, high persistent inactivity and reduction of earnings and poten-
tial exclusion, especially among young people lacking education. Additionally, the crisis has worsened youth’s already disadvantaged 
position in employment, even among youth holding degrees, in part due to their lack of professional experience and their greater 
employment in precarious jobs, with them facing increased difficulties in recruitment and increased engagement in occupations for 
which they are overqualified. As labour market recovery remains week, these problems affecting the situation of young people will 
remain a concern. 
3)  Which may consequently increase human capital, potential future improvement in school-to work transitions and better job opportunities  (
(see Chapter 3, section 4 on school-to work transitions and NEETS).
4)  See the European Commission Communication “Youth on the Move”, COM(2010) 477. (
Chart 56: NEETS for the EU Member States
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The Commission intends to improve employment opportunities for youth…
In the light of the particularly strong deterioration in the labour market situation for youth, the EU aims to consolidate EU policy for 
youth employment. A common policy framework could be a strong tool for ensuring that policy orientations filter down to the grass-
roots level where the practical action takes place, given that regional and local bodies  — administration, public employment services, 
chambers of commerce, education and training establishments, and youth services — deal directly with young people, often with 
responsibility for the use of public funds.
Such an initiative would lay the groundwork for further specific initiatives to: 
Step up vocational training through more apprenticeship schemes; s 
Foster a high-quality learning experience at the work-place following graduation (“traineeships”), including in another Member State; s 
Promote the geographical mobility of young workers;   s 
Stimulate the recruitment of young people. s 
The European Social Fund already provides substantial financial support for youth employment in the Member States, but more focused, 
innovative approaches may be needed in the future (entailing more apprenticeships, more and better-quality traineeships etc.). In these 
respects, the forthcoming youth employment framework is expected to provide appropriate policy guidance.
… and has made them the theme of one of its flagship initiatives for Europe 2020
In this context, the EU has made “Youth on the move” one of its flagship initiatives under the Europe 2020 strategy, to enhance the 
performance of education systems and to facilitate the entry of young people to the labour market. The aim is to enhance the perform-
ance and international attractiveness of Europe’s higher education institutions and raise the overall quality of all levels of education 
and training in the EU, combining both excellence and equity, by promoting student mobility and trainees’ mobility, and improve the 
employment situation of young people.
At EU level, the Commission will work:
To integrate and enhance the EU’s mobility, university and researchers’ programmes (such as Erasmus, Erasmus Mundus, Tempus  s 
and Marie Curie) and link them up with national programmes and resources;
To step up the modernisation agenda of higher education (curricula, governance and financing) including by benchmarking  s 
university performance and educational outcomes in a global context;
To explore ways of promoting entrepreneurship through mobility programmes for young professionals; s 
To promote the recognition of non-formal and informal learning; s 
To launch a Youth employment framework outlining policies aimed at reducing youth unemployment rates: this should promote,  s 
with Member States and social partners, young people’s entry into the labour market through apprenticeships, stages or other 
work experience, including a scheme (“Your first EURES job”) aimed at increasing job opportunities for young people by favouring 
mobility across the EU.
At national level, Member States will need:
To ensure efficient investment in education and training systems at all levels (pre-school to tertiary); s 
To improve educational outcomes, addressing each segment (pre-school, primary, secondary, vocational and tertiary) within an  s 
integrated approach, encompassing key competences and aiming at reducing early school leaving;
To enhance the openness and relevance of education systems by building national qualification frameworks and better gearing  s 
learning outcomes towards labour market needs;
To improve young people’s entry into the labour market through integrated action covering, inter alia, guidance, counselling and  s 
apprenticeships.Chapter 1  EU labour markets in time of economic crisis – relatively resilient, but persisting weakness and slow jobs recovery expected
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In terms of skill levels (Chart 51c), 
in line with the strong decline in 
employment for the low-skilled, their 
unemployment rates increased by 4.8 
percentage points over the two years 
of the labour market downturn (from 
the second quarter of 2008 to the sec-
ond quarter of 2010), compared with 
more limited rises of 2.6 percentage 
points for the medium-skilled and 
1.5 percentage points for the high-
skilled. This reflects the fact that the 
majority of the rise in unemployment 
consists of low- or medium-skilled 
people (accounting for 36% and 46% 
of the rise in unemployment, respec-
tively) and much less so of the high-
skilled (18%). Focussing on the age 
group 15-24, there has been a strong 
deterioration of the labour market 
situation for youth, even among 
the high skilled. The unemployment 
rate for high-skilled youth increased 
strongly (up 4.3 percentage points) 
over the two years, even exceeding 
the overall rise for medium-skilled 
adults and similar to that for low-
skilled adults. This may reflect a jump 
in recent graduates unable to find 
employment, or unwilling to take 
up the limited and unattractive job 
opportunities on offer.
In terms of nationality groupings, 
migrants have been relatively more 
affected by rising unemployment, 
especially those migrants originat-
ing from outside the EU – tradition-
ally one of the most vulnerable 
groups on the labour market (Chart 
51d). While unemployment rates 
for nationals rose by 2.5 percentage 
points between the second quar-
ter of 2008 and the second quar-
ter of 2010, those for nationals of 
other EU countries rose by a more 
substantial 3.5 percentage points 
and for third-country nationals by 
an even stronger 5.9 percentage 
points (with the latter experiencing 
particularly steep rises in the last 
quarter of 2008 and first quarter 
of 2009).
In summary, the population subgroups 
that have been most affected by the 
rise in unemployment have been 
young people (including   high-skilled 
youth), the low-skilled in   general, 
migrants (especially those originating 
from outside the EU), and men rather 
than women. In all cases, the increase 
was significantly higher over the first 
year of the labour market downturn 
than in the second (Chart 57).
Long-term  3.4. 
unemployment
Long-term unemployment has been 
increasing across all   population 
groups, although to   varying degrees, 
and closely reflects   underlying 
  developments in overall unemploy-
ment. As the effects of the cri-
sis caused more severe increases of 
  unemployment among the already 
most disadvantaged groups, this 
has aggravated the risk of long-
term unemployment among youth, 
non-EU migrants and the low-
skilled, while long-term unemploy-
ment also increased relatively more 
for men and young adults (25-34) 
as well as for mobile EU   citizens 
Chart 57: Rises in unemployment rates by sex, age,  
skill level and nationality, 2008q2 - 2010q2
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Chart 58: Change in long-term unemployment rates in the EU, 2008q2 - 2010q2
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residing in other EU   countries     
(other-EU nationals). The rise in 
long-term   unemployment affected 
all population segments significant-
ly more strongly in the second year 
of the labour market downturn, 
reflecting the lag with which the 
marked increase in unemployment 
fed through into long-term unem-
ployment (Chart 58).
In line with the developments in 
unemployment over the two years 
to the second quarter of 2010, 
the long-term unemployment rate 
increased more for men than for 
women (by 1.4 percentage points 
for men and 0.8 percentage points 
for women). With respect to age, 
the long-term unemployment rate 
increased most significantly over 
the two years (by 2.3 percentage 
points) for youth, climbing to a 
substantial 5.9%, and for young 
adults aged 25-34 (up by around 
1.6 percentage points), whose rate 
(at 4.0% in the second quarter) 
has in the last year exceeded that 
for older people aged 55-64 (3.3% 
in 2010q2). In terms of skill levels, 
between the second quarter of 2008 
and the second quarter of 2010 the 
rate increased most for the low-
skilled (up 2.6 percentage points), 
including a steep surge of 3.8 per-
centage points for low-skilled youth 
(who, in contrast to other popula-
tion segments, already experienced 
a sharp rise in the first year of the 
downturn), and a 2.4 percentage 
point jump for low-skilled adults. 
These rises compare to much lower 
increases of 0.9 percentage points 
for the medium-skilled and only 
0.5 percentage points for the high-
skilled. The rate for low-skilled has 
now reached 6.9%, while for the 
medium-skilled it is at 3.4% and 
for the high-skilled at 1.6%. In 
terms of nationality, over the two 
years the long-term unemployment 
rate increased most substantially 
(by 3.1 percentage points) for third 
country migrants (to 7.8%) and by 
1.5 percentage points for mobile 
EU citizens (to 3.9%), whose rate 
is now slightly higher than that for 
nationals (3.6%).
OUTLOOK 4. 
The EU is now recovering from reces-
sion, but the recovery is proving to 
be fragile. The economic recession 
came to an end in the third quarter 
of last year, in large part thanks to 
the exceptional crisis measures put in 
place under the European Econom-
ic Recovery Plan. Beyond the initial 
rebound, however, the recovery is 
proving more tentative than in past 
upturns, which is not surprising given 
the extent and nature of this crisis. 
Nevertheless, economic sentiment in 
the EU is improving and recently 
returned to around its long-term 
average. At the same time, consum-
ers’ unemployment expectations 
continue to ease, and firms across 
all main sectors are increasingly less 
pessimistic about the outlook for 
employment. As a result, demand 
for labour has started to show a rela-
tive improvement, although gener-
ally remaining at levels well below 
those before the crisis erupted, while 
workplace activity through tempo-
rary work agencies, a leading indi-
cator of a recovery in the labour 
market, has improved strongly. How-
ever, stronger than expected global 
growth and improved business and 
consumer confidence indicators have 
yet to be reflected in hard data for 
the labour market. Indeed, although 
the EU is on the path to economic 
recovery, it appears too early for 
improvements in economic activity 
to have had any major impact on the 
labour market. 
Furthermore, while the aggregated 
impact of the crisis on the labour 
market may be less in Europe, 
given the extent to which jobs have 
been protected, the labour mar-
ket recovery may lag as a conse-
quence. Indeed, reduced working 
hours in Europe have led to wide-
spread under-employment, with the 
existing workforce likely to absorb 
increased demand through a rise 
in working hours before any major 
increase in staff levels takes place. 
Consequently, it may take some time 
before there is a clear upswing in the 
labour market. 
The European Commission spring 
2010 economic forecasts, the last 
with detailed forecasts for the labour 
market, reported that the fragile 
economic recovery underway in the 
EU continues to face headwinds from 
several directions. On the positive 
side the EU economy is likely to ben-
efit from a stronger-than-expected 
turnaround in the global economy, 
most notably in emerging Asia, but 
opposing this are incomplete balance-
sheet adjustments in several sectors/
countries, weakness in the labour 
market which is likely to restrain 
domestic demand for years to come, 
Chart 59: Comparison of GDP growth, employment growth and unemployment rates 
forecast for the EU, US and Japan for 2010 and 2011
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and a continued high level of uncer-
tainty regarding global imbalances 
and financial markets. 
As a consequence, EU GDP growth 
was expected to remain rather sub-
dued during the first three quar-
ters of 2010, on average, and to 
regain ground only by the end of the 
year. This follows from, in particular, 
the fading impact of the temporary 
support that kick-started the recov-
ery. Moreover, the pace of recov-
ery was likely to vary considerably 
across Member States, with some 
countries (Cyprus, Greece, Ireland, 
Latvia, Lithuania and Spain) expected 
to remain in recession in 2010 while 
others were forecast to post growth 
in excess of 2% (Luxembourg, Poland 
and Slovakia). An annual growth 
rate of about 1.0% was forecast for 
the EU for 2010, considerably below 
that expected for the US and Japan 
(around 2.8% and 2.1% respective-
ly), while for 2011, EU GDP growth 
was expected to accelerate to 1.7% 
(Chart 59). By 2011, all EU countries, 
with the exception of Greece, were 
expected to have returned to posi-
tive economic growth.
Despite apparent signs of stabilisa-
tion, the labour-market situation was 
forecast to remain weak for some 
time to come, while the mounting 
need for firms to improve productiv-
ity and profitability suggests that 
further adjustments in the labour 
market will weigh more heavily on 
headcount than hours. Employment 
was expected to contract by 0.9% 
this year, leading to a further rise 
in the unemployment rate which 
was set to average 9.8% for the 
year as a whole. This compares with 
weaker employment contraction of 
0.4% forecast for the US, and a simi-
lar 1.0% contraction in Japan, while 
the unemployment rate in the US 
was expected to remain very similar 
to that in the EU. Among EU Mem-
ber States, all were expected to see 
further employment contraction in 
2010 apart from Luxembourg and 
Poland, and Malta where it was fore-
cast to expand slightly. The largest 
contractions were again expected in 
the Baltic States, Ireland and Spain 
(Chart 60).
The relatively limited overall labour-
market adjustment in the EU dur-
ing the crisis, reflecting a higher 
degree of labour hoarding during 
this recession which helped stem the 
rise in unemployment, suggests a 
rather jobless recovery ahead and 
(potentially persistent) high levels of 
unemployment. For 2011, job growth 
of only 0.3% was forecast for the EU, 
lower than that for the US (0.6%), 
although on the positive side the 
vast majority of Member States were 
likely to see a return to employ-
ment expansion (albeit limited). The 
unemployment rate was expected 
to remain at 9.7%, only marginally 
down on 2010, while in the US and 
Japan the rates were also forecast 
to remain at their present, relative-
ly high, levels. Among EU Member 
States, unemployment was expected 
to remain high compared to pre-crisis 
levels for some time, especially in the 
Baltic States, Greece, Ireland, Slova-
kia and Spain (Chart 61).
However, the more recent interim 
European Commission forecast 
released in September 2010 reports 
that the EU economy, while still frag-
ile, is recovering at a faster pace than 
envisaged in early 2010 (GDP growth 
for the EU in 2010 is now forecast at 
1.8%, a sizeable upward revision). As 
Chart 61: Forecasts unemployment rates, 2010 and 2011
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Chart 60: Forecasts employment growth rates, 2010 and 2011
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a result, the labour market may per-
form somewhat better this year than 
expected at the time of the spring 
forecast. Nonetheless, conditions are 
set to remain weak, reflecting, inter 
alia, the partial unwinding of sup-
port measures and ongoing structural 
adjustment across sectors and firms.
LONGER TERM TRENDS  5. 
AND PANORAMA  
OF ANNUAL INDICATORS  
FOR EU LABOUR  
MARKETS IN 2009
Even in these turbulent times, it is 
important to note the progress that 
has been made in European labour 
markets since 2000, and to compare 
the results for 2009 with those of 
preceding years. This section there-
fore provides an overview of annu-
al labour market indicators for the 
EU for 2009 in a global context, and 
presents the longer term trends in 
the EU labour market, including the 
progress made with regard to the 
Lisbon and Stockholm employment 
rate targets.
EU labour market  5.1. 
in 2009 from a global 
perspective
In 2009 the EU felt the full impact of 
the global economic crisis. The reces-
sion deepened compared to the year 
before - GDP in the EU contracted 
by an average of 4.2% in 2009 
while in 2008, GDP growth had still 
been positive at 0.7% (Table 6). For 
the EU’s main trading partners the 
picture was similar. In the United 
States (USA) economic growth of 
-2.6% was also significantly lower 
in 2009 than the year before, when 
it stagnated at 0.0%, although the 
decline in GDP was considerably 
smaller than for the EU. Japan also 
experienced a severe fall in GDP: 
in 2009, it was 5.2% lower than in 
2008. For all regions, the decline in 
GDP was unprecedented during the 
last 10 years. 
The economic downturn severely 
affected the labour market in the 
EU. While the effect in 2008 was 
still limited, the crisis hit the labour 
market hard in 2009. Employment 
fell by 1.8%, while the year before 
it had still grown by 0.9%. Delays 
in labour market reactions to eco-
nomic shocks are well known, but 
the EU’s experience also reflects 
the policies that many Member 
States have adopted which served 
to reduce working hours rather 
than cut jobs. In the USA, the 
labour market was much more 
affected by the economic down-
turn than in the EU. Employment 
growth of -3.8% was recorded in 
2009, while it had been a more 
limited -0.4% in the previous year. 
This was the third year in a row that 
employment growth in the USA has 
been lower than in the EU. Further-
more, the drop in US employment 
growth was also higher than that in   
the EU. 
Falling numbers of people in work 
resulted in lower employment rates. 
In 2009 on average 64.6% of the pop-
ulation aged 15-64 were in employ-
ment in the EU -   1.3   percentage 
points lower than the preceding 
Table 6: International Comparison of Key Indicators, 2007-2009
 2007 2008 2009
Population (millions)
EU-27 496 499 501
EU-15 393 395 397
USA 302 305 307
Japan 128 128 128
GDP (in 1000 million PPS, current prices)
EU-27 12371 12506 11809
EU-15 10930 10981 10365
USA 11704 11814 10717
Japan 3571 3548 3111
GDP Growth, at constant prices 
(annual % change)
EU-27 2.9 0.7 -4.2
EU-15 2.7 0.5 -4.3
USA 2.1 0.4 -2.4
Japan 2.4 -1.2 -5.2
Employment Rate 
(as % of working age population)
EU-27 65.4 65.9 64.6
EU-15 66.9 67.3 65.9
USA 71.8 70.9 67.6
Japan 70.7 70.7 70.0
Employment Growth (annual % change)
EU-27 1.8 0.9 -1.8
EU-15 1.6 0.7 -1.9
USA 1.1 -0.4 -3.8
Japan 0.4 -0.3 -1.6
Unemployment Rate 
(as % of civilian labour force)
EU-27 7.1 7.0 8.9
EU-15 7.0 7.1 9.0
USA 4.6 5.8 9.3
Japan 3.9 4.0 5.1
Source: GDP in PPS, GDP and employment growth from National Accounts, Euro-
stat. Employment rate from Eurostat (annual averages) and OECD data for US and 
Japan. Unemployment rate LFS, Eurostat. Population from demographic statistics, 
Eurostat.
Note: Employment rates for the EU and Japan refer to persons aged 15-64;   
US employment rate refers to persons aged 16 to 64.Chapter 1  EU labour markets in time of economic crisis – relatively resilient, but persisting weakness and slow jobs recovery expected
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year - representing a sharp drop 
back to the level of 2006 (Chart 62). 
For the USA the drop in the employ-
ment rate was even more drastic. 
The rate of 67.6% in 2009 was more 
than 3 percentage points lower than 
the rate in 2008. The share of the 
working age population in employ-
ment in the USA fell below that 
of Japan (70%), dropping back to 
levels last seen in the mid-80s and 
even approaching the traditionally 
lower rates of the EU. Despite the 
very strong fall in economic activity 
in Japan, however, it experienced 
only a modest decrease of less than 
1 percentage point in its employ-
ment rate. 
The impact of the economic crisis on 
the labour market is also reflected 
in sharply increased unemployment. 
On average 21.4 million people were 
unemployed in the EU in 2009 - 
almost 9% of the labour force (Chart 
63) – compared with only 7% a year 
before. Thus the unemployment rate 
was back up to the levels recorded 
in the period 2003-2005. However, 
the USA showed a much stronger 
increase in its unemployment rate 
in 2009. From less than 6% the year 
before, the rate rose to more than 
9%, much higher than was common 
in the last 10 years. This clearly signi-
fies a severe disturbance of the US 
labour market in 2009.
Labour market  5.2. 
situation in the EU  
and in Member States 
in 2009
Employment rate 5.2.1. 
The employment rate of the EU 
working age population (15-64 years) 
in 2009 was 64.6%, 2.4 percentage 
points higher than in 2000, but nev-
ertheless still more than 5 percent-
age points short of the Lisbon target 
of 70% (Box 5 and Table 7). The 
unfavourable economic situation has 
caused the EU to fall behind in its 
attempts to reach this target, with 
virtually all Member States experi-
encing a decline in employment rates 
in 2009.
Chart 63: Unemployment rates in the EU, USA and Japan, 1999-2009
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Chart 62: Employment rates in the EU, USA and Japan, 1975-2009
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Box 5: The Lisbon and Stockholm targets and Europe 2020 strategy
The 2000 Lisbon European Council set a strategic goal over the decade 2000–2010, for the EU to become the most competitive and dynamic 
knowledge-based economy in the world, capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion. It 
specifically stated that the overall aim of employment and economic policies should be to raise the employment rate to as close to 70% as 
possible by 2010 and, as part of that goal, to increase the employment rate for women to more than 60% by the same year. In addition to 
the 2010 Lisbon targets, the 2001 Stockholm European Council set a new target of raising the average EU employment rate for older men 
and women (aged 55–64) to 50% by 2010.
In early 2010, the European Commission launched a new strategy for the next decade, the Europe 2020 Strategy, to support recovery from 
the crisis and to set out where the EU wants to be by 2020. The new strategy provides a vision of Europe’s social market economy for the 21st 
century, based on three mutually reinforcing priorities:
Smart growth UÊ : developing an economy based on knowledge and innovation. 
Sustainable growth UÊ : promoting a more resource efficient, greener and more competitive economy. 
Inclusive growth UÊ : fostering a high-employment economy delivering social and territorial cohesion.
As a key part of the strategy, the Commission proposed several headline targets for the EU, including a new employment target, namely that 
75 % of the population aged 20-64 should be in employment by 2020. 
In March 2010 the European Council agreed the main elements of the Europe 2020 strategy, including the headline employment rate target, 
emphasising that this target should be met in part through greater participation of youth, older workers and low-skilled workers and better 
integration of legal migrants. This overall EU target is also to be translated into national targets.
Table 7: Employment rates in EU Member States in 2009 and progress towards Lisbon and Stockholm targets for 2010
  Total employment rate Female employment rate  Older people’s employment rate
 2009
Change 
2009-08
Change 
2009-00
Gap below 
2010 target
2009
Change 
2009-08
Change 
2009-00
Gap below 
2010 target
2009
Change 
2009-08
Change 
2009-00
Gap below 
2010 target
BE 61.6 -0.8 1.1 8.4 56.0 -0.2 4.5 4.0 35.3 0.7 8.9 14.7
BG 62.6 -1.4 12.2 7.4 58.3 -1.1 12.1 1.7 46.1 0.0 25.3 3.9
CZ 65.4 -1.2 0.4 4.6 56.7 -0.9 -0.2 3.3 46.8 -0.8 10.6 3.2
DK 75.7 -2.4 -0.5 > 73.1 -1.2 1.5 > 57.5 0.5 1.8 >
DE 70.9 0.2 5.4 > 66.2 0.8 8.1 > 56.2 2.4 18.5 >
EE 63.5 -6.3 3.1 6.5 63.0 -3.3 6.1 > 60.4 -2.0 14.1 >
IE 61.8 -5.7 -3.3 8.2 57.4 -2.8 3.4 2.6 51.0 -2.7 5.7 >
EL 61.2 -0.6 4.8 8.8 48.9 0.2 7.3 11.1 42.2 -0.6 3.3 7.8
ES 59.8 -4.6 3.5 10.2 52.8 -2.1 11.5 7.2 44.1 -1.5 7.1 5.9
FR 64.2 -0.7 2.1 5.8 60.1 -0.3 4.9 > 38.9 0.8 9.1 11.1
IT 57.5 -1.2 3.8 12.5 46.4 -0.8 6.8 13.6 35.7 1.3 8.1 14.3
CY 69.9 -0.9 4.3 0.1 62.5 -0.4 8.9 > 56.0 1.2 6.6 >
LV 60.9 -7.7 3.5 9.1 60.9 -4.6 7.1 > 53.2 -6.2 17.2 >
LT 60.1 -4.2 1.0 9.9 60.7 -1.1 2.9 > 51.6 -1.5 11.2 >
LU 65.2 1.8 2.5 4.8 57.0 1.8 6.9 3.0 38.2 4.1 11.5 11.8
HU 55.4 -1.3 -0.9 14.6 49.9 -0.7 0.2 10.1 32.8 1.3 10.6 17.2
MT 54.9 -0.3 0.7 15.1 37.7 0.2 4.6 22.3 28.1 -1.1 -0.4 21.9
NL 77.0 -0.2 4.0 > 71.5 0.4 8.0 > 55.1 2.1 16.9 >
AT 71.6 -0.5 3.2 > 66.4 0.6 6.8 > 41.1 0.1 12.2 8.9
PL 59.3 0.1 4.3 10.7 52.8 0.4 3.8 7.2 32.3 0.8 3.9 17.7
PT 66.3 -1.9 -2.1 3.7 61.6 -0.9 1.1 > 49.7 -1.1 -1.0 0.3
RO 58.6 -0.5 1.0 11.4 52.0 -0.5 0.2 8.0 42.6 -0.5 5.4 7.4
SI 67.5 -1.0 4.7 2.5 63.8 -0.4 5.4 > 35.6 2.8 12.8 14.4
SK 60.2 -2.1 3.4 9.8 52.8 -1.8 1.3 7.2 39.5 0.3 18.2 10.5
FI 68.7 -2.4 1.5 1.3 67.9 -1.1 3.7 > 55.5 -1.0 13.8 >
SE 72.2 -2.1 -0.8 > 70.2 -1.6 -0.7 > 70.0 -0.1 5.0 >
UK 69.9 -1.6 -1.3 0.1 65.0 -0.8 0.3 > 57.5 -0.5 6.8 >
EU15 65.9 -1.4 2.5 4.1 59.9 -0.5 5.8 0.1 48.0 0.6 10.1 2.0
EU27 64.6 -1.3 2.4 5.4 58.6 -0.5 4.9 1.4 46.0 0.4 9.1 4.0
2010 target 70% > 60%  50% 
Source: Eurostat, EU LFS.
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In 2009, only five Member States 
recorded an employment rate of 
more than 70%, the overall Lisbon 
target (Chart 64), namely the Neth-
erlands (77.0%), Denmark (75.7%), 
Sweden (72.2%), Austria (71.6%) 
and Germany (70.9%). Three Mem-
ber States were less than 2 percent-
age points short: Cyprus and the 
United Kingdom (both 69.9%) and 
Finland (68.7%). In 2008, these three 
exceeded the target, but the eco-
nomic crisis resulted in their rates 
dropping to just beneath the thresh-
old. At the other end of the scale, six 
Member States remained a consider-
able distance from the target, with 
rates of over 10 percentage points 
below, namely Malta (54.9%), Hun-
gary (55.4%), Italy (57.5%), Romania 
(58.6%), Poland (59.3%) and Spain 
(59.8%). The low rates in Italy, Poland 
and Spain have a substantial impact 
in pulling down the EU average. 
Regarding the EU target for the 
female employment rate, progress 
has been better. In 2009, 58.6% of 
working-age women were employed 
- a shortfall of only 1.4 percent-
age points compared to the Lis-
bon target. Since 2000, considerable 
progress has been made in expand-
ing female employment, with the 
employment rate for women increas-
ing by almost 5 percentage points, 
although the rate decreased by 0.5 
percentage points in 2009 compared 
with 2008.
In 2009, 14 Member States had 
a female employment rate at, or 
above, the Lisbon target of 60% 
(Chart 65). However, most of the 
remaining Member States were still 
a long way from reaching the target, 
with four more than 10 percentage 
points short, namely Malta (37.7%), 
Italy (46.4%), Greece (48.9%) and 
Hungary (49.9). In four Member 
States (Estonia, Ireland, Spain and 
Latvia) the labour market situation 
deteriorated significantly in 2009, 
with a decrease in their female 
employment rates of more than 2 
percentage points compared to the 
previous year. In a longer-term per-
spective, and against the general 
trend of expanding female employ-
ment in the EU, Romania, Hungary 
and the Czech Republic have reg-
istered virtually no progress at all 
since 2000.
In most Member States the gender 
gap in employment rates remains 
substantial (Chart 66). This is par-
ticularly the case in Greece, Italy, and 
Malta where the employment rate 
for men is more than 20 percentage 
points higher than that for women. 
In a further 15 Member States, the 
gap lies between 10 and 20 percent-
age points. In contrast, in Finland 
and Sweden the employment rates 
for men and women differ by less 
than 5 percentage points, and are 
broadly the same in Estonia, Latvia 
and Lithuania. 
In contrast to the decline in employ-
ment rates observed for other age 
groups, the EU employment rate for 
persons aged 55–64 increased slight-
ly in 2009, rising by 0.4 percentage 
points on 2008 to 46%. Although 
the rate has risen substantially since 
2000, increasing by almost 9 percent-
age points, it still falls 4 percentage 
points short of the target set by 
the 2001 Stockholm Council of an 
employment rate of 50%.
Chart 65: Female employment rates for Member States, 2000 and 2009
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Chart 64: Employment rates for Member States, 2000 and 2009
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In 2009, only 11 Member States had 
an employment rate for persons aged 
55–64 of above 50%, with Portugal 
just edging back below the target in 
that year. However a considerable 
number of Member States remain 
more than 10 percentage points short 
of the Stockholm target: Belgium, 
France, Hungary, Italy, Luxembourg, 
Malta, Poland, Slovenia and Slovakia. 
Luxembourg made significant progress 
in 2009, with the rate increasing by 
4 percentage points. Slovenia also 
showed substantial progress, with its 
rate rising by close to 3 percentage 
points. With a value of less than 
30%, however, Malta had the lowest 
employment rate for older persons 
among all the Member States, hav-
ing made no significant improvement 
since 2000 (Chart 67).
Despite the recent setback in employ-
ment rates brought about by the crisis, 
substantial progress has been made in 
EU labour markets since 2000. Until 
the crisis hit, the number of people in 
employment had increased by around 
16.5 million between 2000 and 2008 
and, even with the impact of the cri-
sis, the increase was still almost 12.5 
million, or 6%, in 2009 compared 
with 2000. The longer term progress 
particularly reflects the substantial 
increases since 2000 in employment of 
women and especially of older work-
ers aged 55-64 (whose employment 
has risen 43%). In contrast, employ-
ment of young people aged 15-24 
has declined by almost 8%, reflecting 
both that they have been hit particu-
larly hard by the crisis and the trend 
of young people remaining in educa-
tion longer. 
The marked rise in the employment 
of women reflects their increasing 
participation in the labour market, 
in part due to the greater avail-
ability of more flexible working 
arrangements, especially part-time 
work, and their improved skill levels. 
For older workers it partly reflects 
the impact of active ageing strate-
gies and pension reforms that have 
encouraged people to remain in 
the labour market longer, together 
with age   composition effects on the 
Chart 67: Employment rates for persons aged 55–64 for Member States, 2000 and 2009
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Chart 68: Activity rates for Member States by gender, 2009
%
 
o
f
 
w
o
r
k
i
n
g
-
a
g
e
 
p
o
p
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
Men
Women
Total
0
20
40
60
80
100
MT HU IT RO PL BE BG EL SK LU LT CZ IE FR EU27 SI ES PT LV EE CY FI AT UK DE SE NL DK
Source: Eurostat, EU LFS.
Chart 66: Employment rates for Member States by gender, 2009
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older population combined with the 
cohort effects of increasing female 
participation in the labour market. 
Activity rate 5.2.2. 
In 2009, 71% of the working-age 
population in the EU-27 was active 
on the labour market (i.e. either 
employed or unemployed). Partici-
pation rates ranged from as high as 
almost 81% in Denmark to as low as 
59% in Malta, with more than half of 
the Member States displaying rates in 
excess of 70%, while Hungary, Italy, 
Poland and Romania joined Malta in 
recording rates of less than 65%.
Activity rates vary significantly 
between men and women. For women 
the activity rate was slightly above 
64% in 2009, compared with 78% 
for men (Chart 68). This inequality 
varies considerably between Member 
States. Differences of more than 20 
percentage points can be observed in 
Greece, Italy and Malta, with Cyprus, 
the Czech Republic, Ireland and Spain 
also showing relatively large differ-
ences. In contrast, the Nordic and 
Baltic States display relatively small 
differences. Member States with the 
largest gender differences in activity 
rates are also generally those that are 
furthest from reaching the Stockholm 
target on female employment.
Unemployment 5.2.3. 
Unemployment in the EU rose sub-
stantially for both men and women in 
2009, although the rise was stronger 
for men. The unemployment rate 
for men rose to 9%, up from less 
than 7% in the previous year. Before 
that, the rate had been declining 
gradually since 2004 when it peaked 
at 8.5%. For women unemployment 
had previously been higher than for 
men, but in 2009 that difference 
disappeared due to the more lim-
ited increase in female unemploy-
ment. In contrast to the situation 
for men, the unemployment rate for 
women is substantially below the 
levels observed in the first half of the 
decade, when rates of close to 10% 
were regularly recorded (Chart 69). 
The overall EU unemployment rate 
stood at 8.9% in 2009, but with nota-
ble differences across Member States. 
Rates of 10% or more were recorded 
in Hungary (10.0%), Ireland (11.9%), 
Slovakia (12.0%), Lithuania (13.7%), 
Estonia (13.8%), Latvia (17.1%) and 
Spain (18.0%). In contrast, the Nether-
lands recorded the lowest unemploy-
ment rate, at 3.4%, while Austria also 
had a rate below 5%. 
While the unemployment rates of men 
and women are now   practically the 
same at EU level, there are consider-
able differences across Member States 
(Chart 70). In Greece the unemploy-
ment rate of women is much higher 
than that of men, with a difference 
of more than 6 percentage points. In 
addition, in the Czech Republic, Italy, 
Luxembourg, Portugal and Slovakia the 
unemployment rate of women is more 
than 1 percentage point above that 
of men. However, in several Member 
States it is the other way around with 
unemployment rates of men being 
higher than for women in 2009. This 
is notably the case in the Baltic States 
and Ireland where the difference is 
more than 6 percentage points. These 
Member States were the ones most 
severely hit by the recent economic cri-
sis, which particularly affected indus-
tries dominated by male employment. 
Chart 69: Unemployment rates in the EU by gender, 2000–2009
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Chart 70: Unemployment rates for Member States by gender, 2009
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The labour market situation of young 
people remains a serious concern, with 
this group being particularly vulner-
able in their initial steps on the labour 
market. In 2009, the EU youth unem-
ployment rate (i.e. the share of unem-
ployed among the labour force in the 
15-24 age group) was 19.6% - about 
twice that for adults aged 25–54, and 
more than 4 percentage points higher 
than in 2008. In several Member States, 
the problem seems particularly severe, 
with youth unemployment rates of 
25% or higher in the Baltic States, 
Greece, Hungary, Italy, Slovakia, Spain 
and Sweden in 2009 (Chart 71).
The particularly high unemployment 
rate for young people partly reflects 
the fact that figures for unemploy-
ment rates are determined relative 
to the labour force (those who are 
either employed or unemployed). 
Since many young people are in 
education, and often do not appear 
as part of the labour force (although 
they may do where students study 
and work at the same time), this 
rate can be perhaps misleadingly 
high as well as difficult to compare 
across Member States. An alternative 
or complementary measure, which 
allows us to gain a fuller understand-
ing of the labour market situation 
for young people, is the youth unem-
ployment ratio (i.e. unemployed peo-
ple aged 15–24 relative to the total 
population of the same age). 
In 2009, on average almost 9% of 
all people aged 15–24 were unem-
ployed in the EU-27. Again Spain has 
the highest share at more than 17% 
but the unemployment ratio was also 
relatively high in Estonia, Finland, Ire-
land, Latvia, Sweden and the United 
Kingdom, all with shares of more than 
10% (Chart 72). In the case of Bel-
gium, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Portu-
gal, Romania and Slovakia, the unem-
ployment  ratios  give a less negative 
picture than the unemployment rates, 
with ratios lower than the EU aver-
age while the unemployment rates 
are considerably higher. The opposite 
is true for Ireland, Sweden and the 
United Kingdom however, where the 
ratio figures suggest that the labour 
Chart 72: Youth unemployment ratio in the Member States, 2009
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Chart 73: Part-time and fixed-term contracts,  
and self-employment in the EU, 2000–2009
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Chart 71: Youth unemployment rates for Member States by gender, 2009
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market situation of young people is 
relatively more serious than suggested 
by the unemployment rates. The pic-
ture regarding gender is also clearer if 
ratios are considered - Greece is then 
the only country where unemploy-
ment for young women is substan-
tially higher than for young men. 
Contractual  5.2.4. 
arrangements
In 2009, almost 19% of those in 
employment in the EU were work-
ing part-time (Chart 73) – a share 
that was up compared to the year 
before, after having been more-or-
less stable in recent years. Less than 
14% of employees had a fixed-term 
contract in 2009, the share having 
decreased by about 0.5 percentage 
points per year since 2007, following 
a steady rise between 2002 and 2007. 
The share of temporary workers fol-
lows developments in the economic 
situation quite closely. Finally, about 
16% of workers were self-employed 
in 2009, which is more-or-less in line 
with the two previous years. 
In a longer-term perspective, part-
time employment has accounted for 
a significant part of the overall expan-
sion in employment in the EU since 
2000, even though full-time jobs still 
account for the majority of employ-
ment creation in this period. At the 
same time, permanent jobs account 
for the vast majority of overall 
employment growth since 2000, with 
fixed-term jobs accounting for a much 
smaller, but still important, share.
The incidence of part-time work var-
ies considerably between Member 
States. Its share in total employment 
in 2009 ranged from 48% in the Neth-
erlands, where the share of part-time 
employment is considerably higher 
than in any other Member State, to 
less than 4% in Bulgaria and Slovakia 
(Chart 74). Relatively high shares of 
25% or more are found in Denmark, 
Germany, Sweden and the United 
Kingdom, but the overall share of 
part-time employment remains low 
in most of the new Member States 
and Greece. This illustrates the strong 
geographical division in the use of 
part-time employment, it being rela-
tively uncommon in southern and 
eastern Member States and relatively 
frequent in northern Member States.
Women commonly work part-time 
in a number of Member States. In 
the Netherlands, more than 75% 
of female workers did so in 2009, 
while 40% or more did so in Aus-
tria, Belgium, Germany, Sweden and 
the United Kingdom. For men part-
time work is relatively uncommon, 
accounting for more than 10% of 
male employment only in Denmark, 
Ireland, the Netherlands, Sweden 
and the United Kingdom. 
Fixed-term contracts are relative-
ly common in Spain and Poland, 
where 25% or more of employees 
had such a contract in 2009. In con-
trast, temporary work accounts for 
less than 5% of employees in Roma-
nia, Slovakia and the Baltic States. 
Fixed-term contracts are more fre-
quent among female than male 
employees in most Member States, 
although the average difference 
at EU level is limited. In Cyprus the 
share of fixed-term contracts for 
women was 20% in 2009 while, for 
men, it was only 7.5%. Finland and 
Sweden also displayed considerably 
higher shares of fixed-term con-
tracts among women as compared 
with men (Chart 75).
Chart 74: Part-time employment for Member States by gender, 2009
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Chart 75: Fixed-term employment for Member States by gender, 2009
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SUMMARY   6. 
AND CONCLUSIONS
The unprecedented crisis in global 
financial markets which gathered 
pace in autumn 2008 led to the most 
severe recession since the Second 
World War, affecting the wider EU 
economy and strongly impacting on 
its labour markets. Indeed, the crisis 
has wiped out much of the steady 
gain in economic growth and reduc-
tion in unemployment witnessed 
over the last decade – EU GDP fell by 
4.2% in 2009, industrial production 
dropped back to the levels of the late 
1990s and 23 million people - or close 
to 10% of the economically active 
population - are now unemployed. 
The EU and its Member States reacted 
promptly to the worldwide financial 
and economic crisis, taking action to 
prevent a meltdown in the finan-
cial market in autumn 2008, and 
then agreeing, in December 2008, 
to put in place a European Economic 
Recovery Plan (EERP) - a  200 billion 
comprehensive, coherent and coor-
dinated recovery package - to arrest 
the pace of the downturn and cre-
ate the conditions for a recovery. At 
EU-level, structural reform measures 
(which are a central part of the EERP) 
have included, inter alia, measures 
aimed at supporting the functioning 
of the labour market and social poli-
cies aimed at supporting household 
purchasing power. 
Despite the measures taken to 
mitigate the impact of the crisis, 
EU labour markets have suffered 
a strong correction, although the 
picture varies across Member States. 
For many it has led to a substan-
tial increase in unemployment, and 
potentially in long-term unem-
ployment, although in a number 
of countries job losses have been 
rather restrained to date, especially 
compared to certain of the EU’s glo-
bal competitors.  The latter reflects, 
in particular, the strong recourse to 
increased internal flexibility (flexible 
working time arrangements includ-
ing shorter hours or temporary 
partial unemployment, temporary 
closures, etc.) coupled with nomi-
nal wage concessions in return for 
employment stability in some sec-
tors, all of which appear to have 
prevented, or at least delayed, more 
significant mass dismissals in certain 
Member States. Overall, the more 
moderate increase in the unemploy-
ment rate in the EU compared to the 
US reflects a greater willingness in 
several Member States to adjust to 
falls in demand by reducing hours 
worked rather than the number of 
workers in employment, most nota-
bly in Germany. The more muted fall 
in employment has, however, been 
secured at the expense of productiv-
ity, although this has now started   
to recover.
The negative impact on employment 
became more manifest in 2009, with 
particularly marked employment 
losses over the first half of the year. 
By February 2010 the EU unemploy-
ment rate had risen to its highest 
level in a decade (9.6  %). Within 
the EU, Member States such as the 
Baltic States, Ireland, and Spain have 
undergone wrenching adjustments 
in their labour markets, in part linked 
to the collapse of construction booms 
or property bubbles. 
Males, the young, migrants, the low-
skilled and those with short-term 
contracts have been most affected 
by the economic downturn, and have 
experienced the greatest increases 
in unemployment. With the excep-
tion of men, these are traditionally 
the most disadvantaged groups in 
the labour market, and the current 
downturn has made their relative 
situation even worse. This under-
lines the need to further address 
the issue of segmentation in the EU 
labour market, notably with respect 
to young people.
Economic growth has now resumed 
in the EU, with positive GDP growth 
being recorded in the final quarters 
of 2009 and early 2010, although the 
recovery remains fragile. Although 
it has now been a year since the EU 
economy started to recover from 
deep recession, it may take some 
time yet before the fragile pick-up in 
economic activity begins to reverse 
labour market trends. However, the 
labour market situation in the EU is 
now showing more consistent signs 
of stabilising, as evidenced by recent 
data indicating that unemployment 
in the EU is levelling off or even start-
ing to fall. Demand for new workers, 
as indicated by the EU job vacancy 
rate, finally shows signs of picking 
up (although remaining well down 
on pre-crisis levels), and while com-
panies still announce more job losses 
than gains, the losses are substan-
tially fewer than in previous months. 
Furthermore, firms are becoming 
more optimistic about employment 
prospects and consumers’ unemploy-
ment fears are easing. 
Even though the ‘great recession’ 
which had stalked the global econ-
omy has now bottomed out and 
growth has returned, and despite 
positive signals in several countries’ 
labour markets, a lot of uncertain-
ties remain. According to the latest 
European Commission forecasts, the 
EU economy is still fragile, although 
recovering at a faster pace than envis-
aged in early 2010, and the labour-
market situation will remain weak.
Furthermore, job creation for the EU 
as a whole is likely to be subdued dur-
ing the recovery, as adjustments to a 
rise in economic activity are likely to 
come initially through a reversal of 
the widespread reductions in work-
ing hours, as witnessed already in 
many Member States. Indeed, signs 
point to substantial labour hoarding 
during the crisis, given that most of 
the adjustment initially came through 
reductions in productivity rather than 
employment losses, which led to sig-
nificant increases in real unit labour 
costs, although these have recently 
eased off. The European Commission 
spring forecasts expected employ-
ment growth at -0.9% for 2010 and 
to improve to only 0.3% in 2011, 
while the unemployment rate was 
foreseen to average 9.8% in 2010 
and to remain at 9.7% in 2011, only 
marginally down on 2010. The latest Chapter 1  EU labour markets in time of economic crisis – relatively resilient, but persisting weakness and slow jobs recovery expected
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interim forecast released in Septem-
ber, however, reports that stronger 
than expected economic recovery in 
the EU in 2010 could lead to the 
labour market performing somewhat 
better this year than expected at the 
time of the spring forecast.
Given these forecasts, there is still a 
need to support the labour market 
and short-term aggregate demand 
until the recovery has taken a firmer 
hold. Key challenges for the EU and 
its Member States are linked to the 
balance and sequence of crisis exit 
strategies, such as the timing of with-
drawal of major policy measures. 
This will be crucial to supporting fur-
ther economic growth and employ-
ment. Moreover, minimising the per-
sistence of difficult labour market 
conditions during the recovery and 
beyond should be made a priority; 
this increases the need for labour 
market policies aimed at preventing 
long-term unemployment and help-
ing people to remain in the labour 
force and find a job.
Finally, even in these turbulent times, 
it is still worthwhile to recall the 
longer-term picture and highlight 
the progress that has been made 
in European labour markets over 
the last decade. Despite the recent 
setback brought about by the crisis, 
employment in 2009 was still up 
almost 12.5 million, or 6%, on the 
level in 2000.
Nevertheless, it is now clear that the 
Lisbon and Stockholm employment 
rate targets set at the beginning of 
the decade will be missed. In 2009 
the overall EU employment rate aver-
aged 64.6%, down from 65.9% a 
year earlier and hence increasing the 
shortfall in relation to the Lisbon tar-
get of 70% to 5.4 percentage points. 
At the same time, the employment 
rate for women declined to 58.6%, 
some 1.4 percentage points short 
of the target of 60%, but in con-
trast that for older people increased 
slightly to 46%, although still 4 per-
centage points short of the target 
of 50%. However, on the positive 
side, these employment rate figures 
represent underlying increases of 2.4, 
4.9 and 9.1 percentage points respec-
tively in the overall, female and older 
workers’ rates of 2000, a not insig-
nificant achievement. 
In this context, the recently launched 
EU strategy for the next decade, the 
Europe 2020 Strategy, which aims to 
support recovery from the crisis and 
provides a vision of Europe’s social 
market economy for the 21st century, 
will have the objective of further 
raising employment as a key element 
of its overall aim of achieving smart, 
sustainable and inclusive growth. In 
this regard a headline target has 
been set of achieving a 75% employ-
ment rate for the population aged 
20-64 by 2020.
In order to raise employment so as 
to reach the 75% target, Europe 
needs, first and foremost, to improve 
the functioning of its labour market, 
based on the flexicurity approach. Key 
objectives will be to lower the risk of 
structural unemployment, reduce the 
persistent levels of labour market 
segmentation and increase the low 
levels of voluntary transitions, includ-
ing low geographical mobility. But 
this is not enough. Europe has also 
to count upon a skilled, engaged and 
healthy workforce, capable of adjust-
ing to technological change and new 
patterns of work organization. In this 
regard, investment in anticipation of 
skills needs, matching and guidance 
services, and education and training 
systems is a basic foundation to raise 
productivity and competitiveness, 
ultimately leading to employment 
growth. 
To reach the 75% target, it will 
be especially important to raise the 
employment rates of women and 
older workers, which offer marked 
room for improvement. Gender 
equality policies including closing the 
pay gap and active ageing strategies 
making it easier and more attractive 
for older people to work are key 
to this. Efforts to raise the quantity 
and quality of labour supply need 
nonetheless to be combined with 
policies supporting job creation and 
labour demand. It is not enough to 
ensure that people remain active 
and acquire the right skills to get a 
job. Efforts need to be stepped-up to 
ensure that recovery is based on job-
creating growth. Hence, there is a 
need to set the right framework con-
ditions to create more jobs, namely in 
companies operating with high skills 
and R&D intensive business models, 
and to promote entrepreneurship 
and self-employment.  Last but not 
least, stronger efforts need to be 
made to raise quality in work. Rather 
than a trade-off between quality and 
quantity of employment, evidence 
shows that overall high levels of job 
quality tend to be associated with 
high levels of labour productivity and 
participation in employment.  
An “Agenda for new skills and jobs” 
will be the EU flagship initiative to 
help Europe reach full employment. 
As such it announces a number of EU 
actions addressing challenges related 
not only to the labour market func-
tioning but also to labour supply and 
demand, to be enacted through a 
mix of policy instruments available at 
European level.75
INTRODUCTION 1. 
Since the onset of the global down-
turn, policy makers across the 
European Union (EU) have been con-
cerned with mitigating its adverse 
spill-over effects to labour markets. 
This is because previous crises have 
shown that sharp output declines 
usually take 2 to 3 quarters to 
be transmitted into noticeable rises 
in unemployment, reductions in 
demand for new workers, and over-
all contractions in employment. 
This chapter assesses to what 
extent recent labour market recov-
ery measures taken in the differ-
ent Member States have helped 
to alleviate the adverse spill-over 
effects of the global downturn in 
output on labour markets in the 
EU. This assessment has been made 
with a view to reinforcing existing 
labour market measures, preparing 
an orderly phasing-out of labour 
market recovery measures, and 
strengthening employment policy’s 
capacity to deal with future crises. 
The following section provides 
the framework for the analysis, 
while sections three to five pro-
vide cross-country comparisons 
and assessments of these meas-
ures. The measures cover policies 
aimed at maintaining employment, 
creating jobs, promoting mobility, 
upgrading skills, matching labour 
market needs, increasing access to 
  employment and supporting house-
holds. The sixth section provides 
an overall assessment of the crisis-
related measures using micro-model 
simulations. The subsequent sec-
tion explores the modalities under 
which these measures have to be 
phased out and explores the poli-
cies to be phased in, while the last 
section draws some conclusions.
It should be noted that this analysis 
only focuses on the direct labour 
market effects of the crisis-relat-
ed employment measures. It does 
not attempt to identify their indi-
rect effects, such as on aggregate 
demand, the fiscal stance, and inter-
national competitiveness (1). Nor does 
the analysis examine the causes of 
the economic downturn, which are 
extensively addressed elsewhere (2). 
As Chapter 1 of this Report has 
shown, the Member States face 
significantly different situations 
and constraints. Some, including 
Ireland, Spain, Latvia and Lithua-
nia, have been particularly hard 
hit by the crisis and experienced 
substantial reductions in employ-
ment and increases in unemploy-
ment, while in others, including 
Belgium and Germany, the loss of 
1)  For instance, labour market measures  (
may boost aggregate demand via their 
impact on consumer confidence. This 
increase in aggregate demand may then 
lead to an increase in labour demand.
2)  See for instance European Commission  (
(2009a) for more details on this. 
jobs has been relatively limited. 
Nevertheless, an assessment of the 
crisis-related labour market policies 
of all Member States is of common 
interest given their commitment to 
the common EU goal of creating 
more and better jobs for all.
A FRAMEWORK   2. 
FOR ANALYSIS
The policy context 2.1. 
With the onset of the economic crisis, 
Member States sought to respond in 
a coordinated and mutually reinforc-
ing way to its adverse effects. Thus 
the European Union launched the 
comprehensive European Economy 
Recovery Plan (EERP) (3) in December 
2008 covering reforms to the finan-
cial sector and actions to sustain 
demand, boost investment, consoli-
date fiscal policy, and retain and 
create jobs.  
Labour market policies form an 
important part of the EERP and, in 
line with the EU’s long term strategy 
of labour market reform, the overall 
key priorities are to (4):
maintain employment, create jobs  UÊ
and promote mobility,
3)  See European Commission (2008a). (
4)  European Commission (2009b).   (
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upgrade skills and match labour  UÊ
market needs,
increase access to employment and  UÊ
support households.
European financial instruments, 
including the European Structural 
Funds and the European Globalisa-
tion Adjustment Fund, are also used 
to support the recovery efforts of 
Member States. 
The relationship between crisis-
related labour market policy meas-
ures and other measures functions 
in several ways.
Firstly, important synergies exist 
between policies that affect aggre-
gate demand and labour market 
policies. Indeed, while aggregate 
demand has a direct effect on 
labour demand, labour market 
policies can support aggregate 
demand by reinforcing confidence 
by increasing (expected) employ-
ment opportunities and sustaining 
the (expected) income of those at 
risk of losing their job, thereby 
reducing uncertainty. 
Secondly, in the current context of 
high public debt in some Member 
States, fiscal sustainability serves 
as a binding constraint on labour 
market initiatives. At the same 
time, however, measures that can 
increase employment levels will 
strengthen the tax base, reduce 
some of the social security costs, 
and thus contribute to the consoli-
dation of public finances. 
Thirdly, tackling the cyclical rise 
in unemployment can have impor-
tant effects on potential long-term 
growth as persistent unemployment 
can negatively affect the re-employ-
ability of the unemployed through 
loss of skills and by discouraging 
them from looking for work.
A set of  2.2. 
evaluation criteria 
A wide range of crisis-related labour 
market measures have been imple-
mented by the Member States. 
Experience suggests that discretion-
ary measures will contribute in the 
most efficient and equitable way 
to stabilisation of employment and 
cutting social exclusion, without 
compromising long-term employ-
ment and growth potential, if they 
supplement automatic stabilisers (5). 
There is also a general consensus 
since the European Employment 
summit of May 7th 2009 (6), that 
such discretionary measures should 
be implemented in a temporary, 
timely, targeted, fair and co-ordi-
nated way, in line with flexicurity 
principles (7) and the country-specific 
recommendations for growth and 
jobs that were identified under the 
Lisbon Strategy (see Box 1). 
Temporary: The crisis-related meas-
ures should have a clear time limit 
so that they do not compromise 
on-going structural reforms by 
introducing inappropriate incen-
tives. The phasing out of the labour 
market recovery measures should 
be guided by the (expected) devel-
opments in output, taking into 
account the Member States’ indi-
vidual constraints and starting posi-
tions. Nevertheless, some measures 
that have a positive impact on the 
structural working of the labour 
market, should be maintained and 
reinforced, such as training, activa-
tion and other flexicurity policies 
5)  The term ‘automatic stabilisers’ is used  (
to cover the effect of changes in demand 
and output on government fiscal trans-
fers – notably unemployment benefits 
– on which expenditure increases auto-
matically when unemployment rises, 
and which therefore helps to sustain 
demand in the economy. As demand 
recovers during an upturn, unemploy-
ment benefit transfers fall as unemploy-
ment declines. 
6)  For more details concerning this summit,  (
see http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?c
atId=88&langId=en&eventsId=173&furth
erEvents=yes
7) See  ( http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp? 
catId=102&langId=en
that facilitate job reallocation and 
worker re-skilling.
Timely: A key lesson from evalua-
tions of active labour market poli-
cies (ALMP) (8) is that labour market 
measures have to be linked in a 
timely manner to developments in 
the rest of the economy so as to 
avoid ‘hysteresis’ effects (9) when 
actions are unduly delayed. These 
can have an unfavourable impact 
on the future employability of the 
unemployed, due to skill losses, 
declining motivation to search for 
work or reduced mobility.
Targeted: Measures should be well-
targeted in order to improve their 
effectiveness and keep their fiscal 
cost under control. In this context, 
targeting the young, early school 
leavers, the low-skilled and migrants 
is particularly important as there 
is strong evidence that ‘scarring’ 
effects -whereby current unemploy-
ment increases the risk of being 
unemployed in the future or finding 
only low-wage jobs - tend to be more 
pronounced for these groups (10).
Coordinated:  Although the choice 
of recovery measures is a matter for 
the Member States, these measures 
should be well-coordinated where 
possible at European level so that 
they support each other and avoid 
creating competition concerns in the 
single market.
Fair:  The measures should be 
designed in a fair way so that 
the adjustment burden is equally 
shared over the entire labour force 
and further labour market segmen-
tation is avoided. 
8)  See Employment in Europe (EiE) 2006  (
Report, Chapter 3.
9)  Hysteresis in the labour market, as  (
applied in this chapter, refers to the phe-
nomenon that in an economic downturn 
an individual who becomes unemployed 
loses both his/her skills and the motiva-
tion to search for a job while employers 
may use time spent in unemployment 
as a screening device so that when the 
economy recovers the workers affected 
will not get reemployed. See Box 10 for 
more details.  
10) (   See for instance Skans (2004) and Scar-
petta et al. (2010).Chapter 2  On the path to recovery: a review of labour market measures
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Box 1: Flexicurity in times of crisis 
Flexicurity is an integrated strategy involving active labour market policies, lifelong learning, modern labour laws and social security systems, 
which facilitates transitions during the life cycle and is conducive to job creation and social cohesion (1). 
In times of economic downturn, the capacity of employment and social policies to create more and better jobs for all is put to the test. The way 
in which flexicurity principles should be applied is laid down in the conclusions adopted by Council of the European Union on the management 
of the economic downturn (2), as set out below:
Maintaining employment wherever possible, for example through helping companies choose alternatives to redundancy such as  s 
flexible working patterns, temporary adjustment of working time where applicable, and other forms of internal flexibility measure 
within companies (such as for instance time accounts, time credit, sabbatical leave etc.) 
Better anticipation and management of restructuring could limit the negative effects of the economic downturn by encouraging  s 
information sharing and consultation of workers, investing in human and physical resources (particularly through education and 
training), and improving the forecasting of future developments.
Creation of a better entrepreneurial environment through a labour market which ensures the necessary flexibility and security, benefit  s 
systems which provide work incentives, appropriate levels of non-wage labour costs especially for the low-skilled and other vulnerable 
groups, as well as through better regulation and reduction of the administrative burden for businesses. 
Enhancing and improving activation measures and providing adequate income support and access to quality services to people who  s 
are worst hit by the crisis.
Increased investment in human capital, especially retraining, skill upgrading and labour market needs-matching, including for people  s 
working part-time or in other flexible forms of employment and for low-skilled workers. 
Improving the effectiveness of public employment services in order to be able to tackle increased levels of unemployment, while  s 
adhering to the principle of gender mainstreaming and to the need to reduce segmentation in the labour market.
1)  See EiE 2007, Chapter 3. (
2)  See Council of the European Union (2009). (
While a clear set of criteria is avail-
able to assess the crisis-related labour 
market measures, there are never-
theless difficulties in measuring the 
so-called deadweight losses (11), substi-
tution (12) and displacement (13) effects. 
Assessment is also complicated by 
the fact that, in undertaking such 
an analysis, it is not always clear 
whether the underlying shock is a 
demand or supply shock, whether 
the shock is general or sector-spe-
cific, or whether the shock is perma-
nent or temporary. Depending on 
the nature of the shock, a measure’s 
purpose can range from retaining 
jobs (in the case of a temporary 
demand shock) to intensifying the 
reallocation of labour (in the case of 
11) (   Deadweight losses refer to jobs that 
would have survived the downturn with-
out any public subsidy i.e. the public 
expenditure is effectively wasted. 
12) (   Substitution effects refer to the replace-
ment of jobs for non-targeted groups by 
jobs for targeted groups because relative 
wage costs have changed.
13) (   Displacement effects refer to the reduc-
tion in jobs elsewhere in the economy 
because of changes in competition. 
a permanent sector-specific shock). 
Moreover, adjustment in the labour 
market may occur over different 
dimensions (i.e. labour income and 
volume) for which the welfare impli-
cations are not always easy to assess. 
Finally, when assessing discretion-
ary measures, account must also be 
taken of the fact that they may be 
subject to differing perception, deci-
sions and lags in implementation, 
and that changes are not necessarily 
automatically reversed when eco-
nomic conditions change. 
MAINTAINING   3. 
EMPLOYMENT, CREATING 
JOBS AND PROMOTING 
MOBILITY
Several measures have been intro-
duced to encourage employers to 
support the retention or hiring of 
workers, including modifications to 
(or introduction of) temporary short-
time working arrangements, wage 
subsidies, non-wage cost reductions, 
expanding public sector employment, 
and self-employment. A number of 
these arrangements are relatively 
new, and the scale of their adoption 
is notably greater than in the past, 
and hence the treatment of these 
measures in this section is  particu-
larly extensive.
The social dialogue played an impor-
tant role in concluding agreements 
on crisis response, see Box 2.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Box 2: Social dialogue in times of crisis
A variety of negotiated responses to the crisis exist in the European Union. A main characteristic of these schemes is that they often involve 
government support programmes in various forms such as subsidising short-term working arrangements, wage subsidies, etc; see for instance 
Glassner and Keune (2009).
Levels of successful conclusion of crisis-response agreements at sector and at company level vary both between Member States and between 
general economic sectors (manufacturing sectors versus private service sectors), reflecting institutional differences in collective bargaining 
arrangements, the varying impact of the crisis on different economic sectors and the implementation of specific public policies, notably short-
time work schemes, which can act as a catalyst for negotiations. See Carley and Marginson (2010).
Crisis response agreements were concluded at different speeds, see Carley and Marginson (2010). Crisis-response agreements were reached at 
a relatively early stage in six Member States. In Belgium, social partners concluded a collective agreement for 2009-2010 in December 2008, 
while in the Netherlands, the government and social partners reached a wide-ranging agreement on crisis-related measures in October 2008. 
In March 2009, the Polish social partners reached a bipartite agreement on a package of anti-crisis measures and in July 2009 the French 
social partners reached a national cross-sector agreement on managing the employment consequences of the economic crisis. In Estonia in 
March 2009, a tripartite accord was reached, setting out principles for maintaining employment levels, while in Latvia a tripartite accord was 
concluded in June 2009, with the aim of reducing the public sector deficit.
In Slovakia, parallel governmental accords with the social partners were signed in early 2009. In Lithuania, the conclusion of an agreement 
in October 2009 was preceded by months of sustained trade union opposition to government austerity measures. In Spain, the social part-
ners reached a three-year framework deal only in 2010. In the Czech Republic, a tripartite agreement on a set of ‘short-term’ crisis response 
measures was reached in February 2010. In Bulgaria, a tripartite agreement on a package of anti-crisis measures was signed in March 2010. 
In Ireland, a new protocol affirming the importance of maintaining employment was agreed in June 2010.
Short-time  3.1. 
working arrangements (14)
Chart 1 shows the number of employ-
ees taking part in STWA as a per-
centage of total employment in a 
selected group of Member States in 
2009. In all Member States with the 
14) (   This section is based on Arpaia et al. 
(2010).
exception of Belgium the share is 
below 3 percent. Germany has the 
second largest share. Behind these 
averages are some noticeable devel-
opments. In Germany the number 
of recipients increased from 39 000 
people in May 2008 to more than 
1 500 000 people in May 2009, while 
in Belgium the number of recipients 
increased from about 87 000 people 
in July 2008 to a peak of 313 000 
people in March 2009 after which 
it started to decline gradually. In 
Austria the total number of recipi-
ents rose from zero in August 2008 
to more than 36 000 in June 2009, 
falling thereafter. A more modest 
increase is to be observed in the 
other Member States (15). 
Scope and limitations 3.1.1. 
A short-time work arrangement 
(STWA) can be seen as a temporary 
reduction in working time intended 
to maintain an existing employer/
employee relationship. It can involve 
either a partial reduction in the 
normal working week for a limit-
ed period of time (a partial suspen-
sion of the employment contract) or 
a temporary lay-off (zero hours’ a 
week), in other words, a full sus-
pension of the employment contract.   
15) (   Charts 11 to 18 in Annex 1 show the 
number (or stock) of recipients of short-
time working allowance for nine Mem-
ber States, while charts 19 to 25 show 
the new recipients of short-time work-
ing allowance for another six Member 
States. See also section 2.2.4 of Chapter 1 
of this report.
Chart 1: Share of employees taking part in STW schemes  
(partial unemployment and layoff) – 2009
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Source: Commission services. AMECO, LFS, OECD/EU questionnaire on employment 
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Box 3: Institutional characteristics of short-time work
There is considerable variety in the institutional arrangements concerning short-time work programmes across Europe.
In France, Belgium and Luxembourg, public short-time work (STW) and temporary lay-off schemes are usually known as ‘partial’ or ‘temporary 
unemployment’, sometimes with reference to the specific application or circumstances (e.g. economic, seasonal, and technical). These schemes 
should be distinguished from voluntary working time reduction on an individual or collective basis (through time accounts, time credit, sab-
batical leave, etc. (1)) or from ‘part-time unemployment’, which indicates a situation where (partially) unemployed jobseekers would prefer to 
work longer hours or full time, but can only find part-time work and receive various forms of direct financial support for the incurred loss of 
earnings. 
In Denmark, STW is designated as ‘work sharing’. This indicates a reduction in working time intended to spread a reduced volume of work over 
the same number of workers to avoid lay-offs. As such, it is to be distinguished from ‘job sharing’, which refers to a voluntary arrangement 
whereby two persons take joint responsibility for one full-time job. 
In the Netherlands, short-time work support was temporarily offered up until the end of March 2009 in order to respond to the economic crisis. 
Since then, companies experiencing temporary financial difficulties may apply for partial unemployment for their workforce. 
Austria and Germany simply refer to such schemes as ‘short-time work’, while Italy stresses the aspect of income support in its STW scheme, 
which is called the Wage Supplementation Fund (CIG (2)).  
In countries such as Estonia, companies and employees may agree on STW arrangements, however, without public financial support.  
Table 1 summarises the maximum duration and level of STW compensation and unemployment benefit before the crisis measures.
In most of the other Member States (Estonia, Greece, Cyprus, Malta and Sweden) which do not have government subsidised STW arrange-
ments to respond to drops in labour demand caused by an economic downturn, insured workers can get support through the regular unem-
ployment scheme, or receive training grants for people working reduced hours.
1)  IAB (2009) observes that in Germany STW accounted for only 25% of the total reduction in average hours from 2008 to 2009, while reductions  (
in the volume of paid over-time work and debiting working-time accounts were both responsible for a 20% reduction in hours (other leave 
covered by sick leave et al.).
2)  La cassa integrazione guadagni. (
In both cases, however, the employ-
ment contract remains in force, and is 
not broken. See Box 3 for a summary 
of the main institutional characteris-
tics of STWAs. 
The objective of STWAs in times of 
economic crisis is twofold. 
Firstly, it enables companies to reduce 
labour costs in the short-term and to 
quickly adjust labour inputs to cycli-
cal fluctuations in labour demand by 
reducing working time for the exist-
ing workforce, rather than resorting 
to layoffs and related costly and 
lengthy dismissal procedures, espe-
cially in highly-regulated labour 
markets. Moreover, it enables com-
panies to retain skilled workers, thus 
avoiding the costs of recruiting and 
training new workers when demand 
recovers, and enhances employee 
morale. 
Secondly, to the extent that they pre-
vent lay-offs, such measures spread 
the adjustment burden over all of 
the workers rather than concentrat-
ing the impact on a few, possibly 
more vulnerable workers, who might 
otherwise risk becoming inactive in 
the long-term. 
Two main kinds of risks are associ-
ated with STWA schemes. 
Firstly, they could lead to deadweight 
costs as they may encourage employ-
ers to enrol in such schemes, even 
if no lay-offs are planned (windfall 
profits being sought by companies). 
This may lead to excessive take-up and 
become an undue financial burden 
on national unemployment insurance 
schemes, which are the usual financing 
instrument in the EU. In the long run, 
taxes or contribution rates would have 
to be increased - inducing higher wage 
costs and loss of competitiveness. This 
is in contrast with the USA, where the 
financing of STWA is generally private-
ly arranged and insurance-based.
Secondly, STWA could prove inef-
fective in saving jobs permanently. 
The jobs kept alive for some time 
could eventually prove to be unviable 
and ultimately end in lay-offs. In the 
meantime, more viable jobs held by 
non-beneficiaries of such schemes – 
who would typically be new entrants 
to the labour market or small and 
medium-sized enterprises (SME)’s – 
might be exposed to effective ‘dis-
placement’.   EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Main changes   3.1.2. 
in response to the crisis 
Table 2 summarises the main changes 
in the short-time working arrange-
ments across the Member States since 
the onset of the economic crisis. 
In the Member States where STW 
arrangements already existed before 
the crisis, the practical arrangements 
concerning these schemes were tem-
porarily modified with the onset of 
the crisis (i.e. in Belgium, Denmark, 
Germany, Ireland, Spain, France, Italy, 
Luxembourg, Austria, Portugal and 
Finland,). These modifications are pri-
marily aimed at lowering the par-
ticipation costs for employers and/
or increasing the level of financial 
support by: extending the eligibility 
duration; opening the arrangement 
to more participants; simplifying the 
enrolment procedure. 
In nine Member States (Bulgaria, 
Czech Republic, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Hungary, Netherlands, Poland, Slov-
enia and Slovakia) new public sup-
port schemes for STWAs have been 
temporarily introduced since the 
onset of the downturn. A feature of 
most of these arrangements is that 
public support for short-time work 
is combined with training. It remains 
optional in a majority of Member 
States but in Czech Republic, Hun-
gary, Netherlands, Portugal and Slov-
enia, people in short-time work are 
required to undertake training. In 
Belgium, Germany, Lithuania, Hun-
gary, Malta, Austria, Poland, Portu-
gal, Slovenia and Finland, training 
for those in short-time work is gov-
ernment-subsidised.
Table 1: Maximum duration and level of STW compensation and UB before crisis measures
Country UB maximum duration STW maximum duration UB level STW compensation
Austria
30 weeks; more for older 
workers; to 156 weeks or up to 
209 weeks for workers partici-
pating in speciﬁc labour market 
policy activities
3 months
55% of average net reference 
income over a year. The total ben-
eﬁts may not exceed 60% of refer-
ence income (80% if dependants)
Share of UB (minimum 
0.125%of daily rate of UB per 
working hour lost)
Belgium Unlimited
4 weeks if full suspension of 
work; 3-12 months if partial 
suspension
58-60% of reference wage with 
ceiling during the ﬁrst year
Share of UB  + supplements  
possible by employer or 
sectoral fund
Denmark 4 years
13 weeks (not continued).  
Prolongation possible at  
company level to 26 weeks
90% of previous earnings after 
deducting 8% social security con-
tributions, with maximum  
and minimum ceiling
Eligibility to UB
Finland
500 days (5 days /week; 
100 weeks) after a 7-day waiting 
period
36 months
Earnings related beneﬁt: basic 
beneﬁt plus 45% of daily reference 
earnings (DRE) in excess of the 
basic beneﬁt until € 102.60; plus 
20% of DRE in excess of € 102.60 
(102.60= 90 * basic beneﬁt / 21.5)
Eligibility to Adjustment UB: 
income-related basic UB  
( € 25.63 in 2009) plus 45%  
of the difference between 
the daily wages and that 
basic amount
France
23 months (36 months for older 
workers aged 50+)
6 weeks, up to 600 hours per 
year in total
75% of gross reference wage  
for low incomes and 57% for high 
incomes
50% of gross hourly wage 
(minimum 4.42 € per hour) 
by employer refunded € 
2.13-2.44 per hour by state 
depending on company size
Germany
12 months (up to 24 months for 
older workers)
6 months. Extension by ordi  nan-
ce is possible up to 24 months in 
case of exceptional situation on 
the labour market
60-67% of reference wage with 
ceiling
Share of UB + supplements 
possible by employer
Ireland
12 months (9 months if reduced 
contributions)
Same conditions as UI
Flat rate payments for each day  
of unemployment
Eligibility to UB (Jobseeker’s 
Beneﬁt)
Italy
8 months (12 months for unem-
ployed aged over-50)
CIGO: 12 months (up to  
24 months in speciﬁc areas of 
the Country)
60% of average gross earnings  
of last 3 months for ﬁrst 6 months, 
50% for 7th month, 40% for  
following months, with threshold
80% of last wage with upper 
threshold
Luxembourg
365 calendar days in a 24-month 
period
6 months over 12 months refer-
ence period
80% of average wage during  
3 months preceding unemploy-
ment; 85% with dependent children 
(max. 250% of minimum wage)
Eligibility to UB
Portugal
65% of average salary of 
12 months before unemploy-
ment (maximum 3 times the 
Social Support Index)
STW: 6 months
Suspension of work:  
18 months
270 if  less than 27 years old, up to 
900 days if 50+
2/3 of normal wage  
(maximum 3 times the  
minimum wage)
Spain
120 to 720 days, depending on
contribution record
2 years
70% of reference earnings for 
max. 180 days, then 60% of 
reference earnings (average gross 
earnings over last 180 days) for the 
remaining period
Eligibility to UB
United Kingdom 182 days
Statutory Guarantee Pay:  
5 workless days every 3 months
UB: 13 weeks
£ 60.50 for a single person aged 25 
and over or £ 47.95 per week for 
those aged 16-24
Eligibility to UB (Jobseeker’s 
Allowance) + Statutory  
Guarantee Pay
Note: CIGO: Cassa integrazione guadagni ordinaria (Ordinary wage supplementation funds).Chapter 2  On the path to recovery: a review of labour market measures
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Table 2: Recent changes and new STW schemes in the EU Member States 
Country Already existing scheme New STC 
scheme
(Changes)
Eligibility/ 
Coverage
(Changes)
Duration
(Changes) 
Beneﬁts to 
employees
(New)  
Link to 
training
Cuts in 
employer’s 
SSC
More 
ﬂexible 
procedures/ 
WTO
Temporariness 
of changes Wage 
supplement 
through 
employer
Support 
by UI plus 
activation
Austria X X X incentives X End 2010
Belgium X X X X incentives X End 2010
Bulgaria X X End 2009
Czech 
Republic
X X compulsory 2010
Denmark X X 30/04/2011
Finland X X X 2011
France X X X X X
Permanent/ 
temporary 
(end 2010)
Germany X X X incentives X X End 2010
Hungary X X
incentives/ 
compulsory
X Mid 2010
Ireland X incentives 2010
Italy X X incentives End 2010
Latvia X incentives End 2010
Lithuania X X incentives X No end date
Luxembourg X X X incentives X X End 2010
Malta X incentives
Netherlands X X compulsory 01/04/2010
Poland X X incentives End 2011
Portugal X incentives End 2010
Romania X X End 2010
Slovakia X X End 2010
Slovenia X X compulsory X 31/03/2010 
Spain X X X End 2009
United  
Kingdom
X No changes
Note: STC: short-time compensation. For new STW schemes we look at: introduction of benefits for employees, training incen-
tives and other extra incentives for employers. SSC: social security contribution. UI: unemployment insurance. WTO: working time 
organisation.
The effectiveness   3.1.3. 
of STWA
This section addresses the issue of the 
effectiveness of STWA in stabilising 
employment. It begins with a brief 
overview of some findings reported 
in the research literature, and then 
reports on two in-depth studies: 
a case study for Germany, and an 
econometric analysis, using macro-
data, for the EU as a whole. 
STWA in the economic literature
A common conclusion of country spe-
cific studies is that STWA increases a 
firm’s internal flexibility, while retain-
ing the workforce attached to the 
firm (Abraham and Houseman, 1994). 
For countries such as Belgium, France 
and Germany, lower external flexibili-
ty was compensated by working-hour 
adjustments. Yet the effectiveness of 
STW as a measure to increase the 
flexibility of working hours depends 
on substitution with other work-shar-
ing mechanisms such as those intro-
duced bilaterally between employees 
and employers (e.g. time accounts or 
sabbatical leave) or through govern-
ment regulation (e.g. work sharing 
achieved though a reduction in legal 
working time). 
The latter was the case in France, 
where the reduction of the legal 
working time offered companies a 
cost-saving opportunity to adjust 
working hours during the   recession, 
and therefore coincided with a 
decline in the use of partial unem-
ployment (‘chômage partiel’). Using 
statistical methods to examine firms’ 
specific characteristics, Calavrezo et 
al (2009) found that, over the period 
1996-2004, the introduction of the 
law on working time led firms to 
use shorter hours to increase the 
flexibility of the volume of hours 
worked. This has led to a gradual 
reduction in the use of ‘chômage 
partiel’, which has been mainly used 
by firms with more structural prob-
lems, but for shorter periods. More 
generally, STWA can only smooth 
out employment fluctuations when 
the standard hours worked are high 
enough for any reduction to have a 
significant effect.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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During the recession of the 1970s 
there was a remarkable increase of 
German ‘Kurzarbeit’ (16), mainly in the 
industrial sectors. Flechsenhar (1979) 
found that, following the slump in 
demand in the engineering sector, 
only 40% of the reduced volume of 
labour was absorbed by cutting jobs, 
and 60% by reducing working hours 
– two thirds of the working hour 
reduction being attributed to ‘Kur-
zarbeit’ – while, without the scheme, 
twice as many jobs would have been 
lost. Deeke (2005) showed that a high 
proportion of firms using ‘Kurzarbeit’ 
not only did not reduce their payrolls 
but even hired new staff, albeit with 
more flexible non-standard work 
contracts such as ‘Mini-Jobs’ or jobs 
on call. In fact, companies employ-
ing workers with flexible work con-
tracts (e.g. temporary and part-time 
contracts or freelance arrangements) 
rely less on short-time schemes (Crim-
man and Wießner (2009)), which 
suggests that STWAs are a tool for 
enhancing internal flexibility (Deeke 
(2005)), especially when employment 
protection legislation (EPL) is tight. 
Where a proportion of workers are 
highly skilled, the propensity to draw 
on ‘Kurzarbeit’ is increased (Crim-
man and Wießner, (2009)), which is 
consistent with the view that firms 
tend to voluntarily hoard talented 
labourers, and save the costs of 
hiring highly-qualified staff, because 
of the specificity of human capital 
(Hart and Malley, 1996). Bach and 
Spitznagel (2009) show that, despite 
massive public funding, companies 
contribute to the cost of ‘Kurzarbeit’ 
since other fixed-wage costs (special 
payments for holidays or old-age 
and sickness provision, etc.) are not 
reimbursed. This limits any incentive 
for firms to use the scheme to seek 
windfall profits. 
In contrast to the experiences report-
ed in most studies on Germany, recent 
work on France is less positive about 
the effectiveness of STWA schemes 
in preventing lay-offs. Calavrezo et 
al. (2009) do not find evidence of 
a trade-off, but rather a positive 
relationship between redundancies 
16) (   Kurzarbeit is the German STWA.
and STWA (taking into consideration 
companies with a minimum of 50 
employees), which seem to comple-
ment each other in difficult times. 
Hence, extended use of STW schemes 
could be followed by higher lay-
offs for economic reasons, a finding 
which seems also to be supported 
by simple correlation on the basis of 
German data, as described in the fol-
lowing sub-section. 
The complementarity between public 
STWA and EPL in Europe
In European countries, short-time 
schemes and EPL work to comple-
ment each other. Tight employment-
protection legislation smoothes out 
employment fluctuations, putting 
more emphasis on adaptation of 
working hours. With STWA, Euro-
pean firms are able to circumvent the 
restrictions imposed by firing costs 
by adjusting the numbers of hours 
worked per worker. In particular, it 
is the relative generosity of STWA as 
opposed to unemployment benefits, 
combined with notice delays and 
costly and unpredictable firing pro-
cedures, which leads firms to adjust 
hours in this way and workers to 
accept this as an alternative to lay-
offs (Van Audenrode, 1994). 
Severance payments (17) have a two-
pronged effect on employment 
contracts. On the one hand, unem-
ployment benefits combined with 
one-off severance payments can 
make the lay-off option more attrac-
tive for workers (depending on their 
generosity). On the other hand, high 
firing costs can deter firms from 
laying people off. 
On balance, preference may be given 
to STW when it comes to adjusting 
labour inputs. This implies that hours 
tend to be more flexible in countries 
where severance payments are high. 
A corollary of this is that, in countries 
with high legislative restrictions on 
lay-offs, in order to give firms an 
adequate margin of adjustment, the 
17) (   I.e. the reimbursements an employee 
receives when she/he leaves employment 
at a company.
rules for entering and exiting the 
short-time schemes should be less 
rigid than in countries with loose 
EPL. Even so, these restrictions clearly 
impose costs on firms. However, these 
are partly borne by the state in the 
form of income support for workers 
in short-time work (see Abraham and 
Houseman (1992)).
A case study: the  3.1.4. 
impact of ‘Kurzarbeitergeld’ 
in Germany
The German Federal Labour Office 
publishes monthly data on employ-
ment performance such as the number 
of officially unemployed (ALO), the 
number of those employed subject 
to social contributions (SVP), and 
the number of people participating 
in ‘Kurzarbeit’ schemes (KUG - the 
German state supported STWA). 
Data from 2005 through to August 
2008 shows that in ‘normal’ peri-
ods the correlation between KUG 
and ALO is positive (0.57) and that 
between KUG and SVP negative 
(-0.54). These results offer no sur-
prise. However, there appears to be 
a time lag between the take-up of 
KUG and the corresponding changes 
in the general labour market situa-
tion. This is because the correlations 
get much stronger if ALO resp. SVP 
were plotted against earlier KUG 
take-up instead of KUG of the same 
period (see Chart 2).
These findings seem to confirm less 
optimistic views of a rather com-
plementary relationship between 
unemployment (lay-offs) and STWA 
scheme take-up, reviving Calavrezo‘s 
notion of high unemployment fol-
lowing on from STWA (  Calavrezo 
et al, 2009, for France): STWA is 
being taken up immediately during 
a downturn while the labour market 
still needs time to adjust. In Ger-
many, the ‘period of full reaction’ 
seems to be quite long -  around two 
years - as the correlation between 
ALO resp. SVP and KUG gets weaker 
again after lagging KUG by more 
than two years. Chapter 2  On the path to recovery: a review of labour market measures
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These findings are suggestive of less 
optimistic labour market prospects 
in the short term, although it is still 
much too early to assess the impact 
of the crisis on employment. 
An econometric  3.1.5. 
analysis
The hypothesis that STW schemes 
reduce the variability of employ-
ment has been tested by Arpaia 
et al. (2010) using an equation in 
which the dependent variable is 
the annualised change in employ-
ment in the industry sector, and the 
explanatory variables are one lag of 
the   dependent variable itself, the 
change in the industry’s value added, 
a dummy signalling the 2008-2009 
recession, a variable that combines 
this dummy with another dummy sig-
nalling countries with STW schemes, 
constant and country-fixed effects 
which allow for country-specific fac-
tors other than the incidence of STW. 
Table 3 presents the empirical results 
for the 27 EU Member States from 
the first quarter of 1990 to the fourth 
quarter of 2009.
The coefficient of annualised changes 
in value added indicates that a 1.00 
percentage point change in produc-
tion leads to a 0.11 percentage point 
change in employment growth. The 
coefficient on dummy crisis indicates 
that, during the 2008-2009 reces-
sion, a further fall (by 0.5 percentage 
points) in employment growth has 
been registered as compared with 
the average annual fall registered 
over the entire period. However, 
this additional fall has been coun-
terbalanced in countries with STW 
schemes. Indeed, the coefficient of 
the multiplicative dummy (Dummy 
crisis x Dummy STWA) is significant 
and positive. 
Although these estimates indicate 
that STW schemes have had an 
impact on the variability of employ-
ment during the economic crisis, fur-
ther analysis is needed in order to 
determine whether the employment 
initially saved by STWA will persist 
after the crisis.
Temporary wage  3.2. 
subsidies 
In times of economic crisis, tempo-
rary wage subsidies can be used both 
to ensure a smooth adjustment of 
employment to output changes and 
to address wider social or equity 
concerns. Such subsidies can soften 
social exclusion by targeting workers 
who bear a particularly high burden 
from the crisis, and who are at risk of 
suffering continuing strong negative 
effects when the crisis has receded if 
no adequate measures are taken. In 
this context, the groups of workers 
commonly targeted include the long-
term unemployed, the low-skilled 
and young workers (18), all of whose 
18) (   Young people are of special interest 
because their unemployment rate has 
risen significantly and early labour mar-
ket failure may be very costly. Indeed, 
several studies, e.g. Oreopoulus et al. 
(2008) and Skans (2004) show that unem-
ployment during youth may affect later 
labour market performance in a very 
negative way. If skills are not put to 
use they will degenerate fast once one 
has left school, while the experience 
of being unemployed may reduce the 
incentive to search for work, all lead-
ing to reduced employment prospects. 
Moreover, if seniority-based rules apply, 
employers will cut their workforce pri-
marily by dismissing those who have 
been employed for a shorter period.
Chart 2: Correlation between unemployment (ALO) resp. those employed subject  
to social contributions (SVP) on the one hand and the number of people on  
Short-Term-Work Allowance (KUG) on the other hand (Jan 2005 - Aug 2008)
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Source: Bundesagentur für Arbeit, own calculations.
Table 3: Panel estimation: the effect of STW schemes  
on changes in employment: Industry
Dependent variable: Employment 
growth in Industry
Coefﬁcient Standard Error t-Statistic Prob.  
Value added growth 0.11 0.01 16.21 0.00
Dummy crisis -0.47 0.21 -2.24 0.03
Dummy crisis x Dummy STWA 0.70 0.22 3.14 0.00
Constant -0.49 0.04 -12.31 0.00
Lagged dependent variable 0.85 0.01 72.35 0.00
Observations 1472; 
Sample period: 1990Q1-2009Q4
R2 = 0.82
Source : Arpaia et al. (2010).EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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chances of getting/staying employed 
reduce significantly when the jobs 
of more qualified workers are under 
threat. 
Temporary wage subsidies aimed at 
encouraging hiring can strengthen 
employment in several ways: 
Firstly, such subsidies provide an  UÊ
incentive to firms to hire less-
qualified workers (since they lower 
the relative cost of this labour 
to potential employers) although, 
if the elasticity of demand for 
labour is low with respect to wages 
(as estimated, for example, by 
Hamermesh (1996)), then the net 
impact of such temporary subsidies 
may be marginal. 
Secondly, positive permanent  UÊ
employment effects may arise from 
the use of temporary wage subsi-
dies aimed at encouraging hiring 
in so far as such subsidised employ-
ment provides job experience and 
training opportunities which give 
the employee the opportunity to 
increase her/his productivity, in 
which case the employment may 
become sustainable once the subsi-
disation period expires (19). 
Thirdly, in the difficult financial  UÊ
conditions that characterise reces-
sions, wage subsides may provide 
the company with the opportunity 
to retain and hire more workers. 
Fourthly, wage subsidies have the  UÊ
potential to lower structural unem-
ployment as they reduce market 
segmentation by bringing ‘outsid-
ers‘ closer to ‘insiders’, and thus 
decrease wage pressures in the pri-
vate sector, see Bell et al. (1999). 
At the same time, wage subsidies 
may also have downside effects if 
they are permanent, or not well 
targeted. 
Firstly, wage subsidies distort the  UÊ
hiring decision of economic actors 
as they affect cost and benefits 
19) (   E.g. Jaenichen and Gesine (2007), Gesine 
(2008), Bernhard et al. (2008)
of hiring. The assumed difference 
between private and social costs 
and benefits might not (or rather: 
will most likely not) be matched 
exactly by the amount of the subsi-
dy which can lead to excess employ-
ment and waste of resources.
Secondly, the deadweight losses UÊ  (20), 
whereby a considerable share of 
participating people might have 
got jobs without subsidisation, may 
be significant (21). 
Thirdly, although wage subsidies  UÊ
may generate higher employment 
opportunities, one should also take 
into account the “crowding out” or 
substitution (22) effect on non-subsi-
dised workers and displacement (23) 
effects from the non-subsidised 
sector of the labour market, so that 
on balance the net employment 
gains may be very limited and on 
balance, employees may be allo-
cated to less productive activities. 
Fourthly, the fiscal situation may be  UÊ
too tight to finance these expendi-
tures, especially if they cover all 
jobs and not only the newly cre-
ated jobs. 
Fifthly, in order to minimise pro- UÊ
gramme abuse it is also important 
to monitor employer behaviour 
but this can enforce prohibitive 
administrative burdens, especially 
for SME. 
Sixthly, although wage subsidies  UÊ
may increase the employment of 
the targeted workers, for instance 
the low skilled, it should also be 
taken into consideration that wage 
subsidies targeted at low-skilled 
workers will reduce the relative 
wage gap with more highly-skilled 
20) (   I.e. the hiring from the target group that 
would also have occurred in the absence 
of the measure.
21) (   See Marx (2005).
22) (   I.e. the replacement of jobs for non-
targeted groups because relative wage 
costs have changed.
23) (   I.e. the reduction in jobs elsewhere in 
the economy because of altered compe-
tition in the goods markets.
workers (24) inducing a nega-
tive incentive for the low-skilled 
to upgrade their skills (25). Given 
this potential negative effect on 
skill-formation, it should be made 
unambiguously transparent that 
wage subsidies are temporary. 
Seventhly, targeting wage subsi- UÊ
dies at certain groups of workers 
may stigmatise them and negative-
ly affect their employment oppor-
tunities (26). 
Finally, when subsidies tend to  UÊ
allow only short-term job-specific 
training they may not be consistent 
with the longer term skills needs of 
the labour market.
The above-mentioned effects are not 
easy to estimate, but the risk that 
they may exist has led to the view that 
wage subsidies should be primarily 
focused on the most vulnerable group 
of workers, and that they should 
be temporary. When targeted at the 
young, wage subsidies can ease the 
transition from school to work with 
important positive long-term side-
effects. For older unemployed they 
may discourage them from seeking 
early retirement, while for the long–
term unemployed they may offer 
better employment prospects. 
Wage subsidies to encourage hiring or 
maintaining employment in response 
to the crisis have been used in several 
Member States, but with most sub-
sidies targeted at specific groups so 
that their fiscal cost remains limited. 
Most of these temporary measures 
are set to expire by end-2010. See 
Box 4 for more details on wage sub-
sidies introduced or expanded since 
the onset of the economic crisis in 
the various Member States.
24) (   In addition, the wage gap will also 
decrease as the result of tax increases 
on the medium- and high-skilled wages 
necessary to finance the wage subsidies. 
25) (   See Oskamp and Snower (2008).
26) (   See Lee (2005).Chapter 2  On the path to recovery: a review of labour market measures
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Box 4: Wage subsidies
In Austria, a temporary wage subsidy equal to two thirds of labour costs has been introduced until end-2010 in order to promote employment 
for the long-term unemployed in municipal bodies or charitable organisations. In 2010 the target group for subsidisation has been expanded 
to include young people under 25 who cannot find a job after graduation (due to lack of qualifications and/or work experience). In France the 
number of subsidised jobs targeted at older workers and young people without qualifications has been expanded in 2009 and 2010, and bonus 
payments have been introduced for employers hiring apprentices. 
In Hungary, a programme of wage support for firms that hire workers laid off by other firms was created but ended in 2009. In Ireland a scheme 
has been introduced to provide subsidies to vulnerable but viable companies which would have made people redundant without the subsidy. 
The subsidies are provided to enterprises which retain a set number of posts until the end of 2010. 
In Malta, the Employment Aid Programme facilitates access to employment for disadvantaged people and the disabled through financial 
assistance and skills upgrading. The programme was launched in February 2009 and is expected to end by September 2013. In Romania the 
Employment Aid Scheme was launched in March 2009, aimed at supporting the employment of young people, the unemployed, the disabled, 
low-skilled people, and the socially vulnerable. This scheme has a maximum duration of three years. 
In Slovakia, (until end 2010) new subsidies are provided to employers who hire unemployed people (who have been registered as unemployed 
for at least three months) in jobs lasting at least 12 months.
In the United Kingdom, a new programme to subsidise jobs in local authorities and other community organisations in areas of high unemploy-
ment has been created for young people and jobseekers. At the same time new incentive payments have been created for employers who 
employ and train people who have been unemployed for more than six months. This scheme will end in March 2011. 
In Estonia, eligibility for wage subsidies has been temporarily relaxed so that in 2010 employers are entitled to wage subsidies if they hire a 
person who has been registered as unemployed for six months (or three months if the person is aged between 16 and 24), compared with   
12 months previously. 
In Finland, the conditions of wage subsidies for young job seekers (under 30 years of age) have been temporary relaxed until 2011. 
In Slovenia, a pilot programme has been launched under which students who are about to graduate are given on-the-job training in their field 
of study, and are supported with employment subsidies after completing their studies by the designated deadline. This measure covers the 
period from 2009 until 2011. 
In Belgium, the Flemish government increased the wage subsidy for hiring unemployed people over 50 on permanent contracts. The Walloon 
government introduced additional subsidies for young people in SMEs.
In Cyprus, temporary subsidies - ending by end-2010 - have been allocated to private sector employers for hiring unemployed people. Perma-
nent subsidies were introduced to support the employment of disabled people and those from vulnerable groups.
In Poland, reimbursement of equipment costs of firms hiring unemployed people has been permanently increased. 
In Spain, a State Fund for Local Investment was implemented in 2009, which aims to encourage local councils to undertake public works 
and investments which create employment. In 2010, the State Fund for Employment and Local Sustainability was introduced. This focuses on 
projects for sustainable renovation, energy saving, environmental sustainability and social facilities. 
In Sweden, hiring payments for employers who recruit people who have been unemployed or sick for more than a year and newly-arrived 
immigrants were permanently increased. 
In Greece, a programme of subsidised employment was launched during the first months of 2009 and targets small firms (up to 50 employees) 
and young unemployed people (mostly women and long-term unemployed), irrespective of educational level. Participating workers must be 
registered unemployed workers having received individual assistance from job counsellors, while participating firms must prove that any new 
recruitment will not be made at the expense of existing employees. Following the termination of the subsidies, the firm must keep the subsi-
dised worker(s) for a period of three months.
Source: OECD-European Commission questionnaire on employment and social policy in the economic downturn – 2010 update.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Reductions   3.3. 
in non-wage costs
Temporary reductions in social secu-
rity contributions can be used to limit 
the negative impact of the crisis on 
employment and social cohesion, 
especially if they are targeted at dis-
advantaged groups (such as the disa-
bled, young people, ethnic minorities 
and the long-term unemployed) or 
industries (such as SME). Such meas-
ure has the potential to stimulate the 
economy by increasing employees’ 
disposable income and alleviating cost 
pressures for employers. The impact 
of such temporary measure could be 
strengthened if one would make it 
permanent and offset the budgetary 
effects by appropriate measures, such 
as increases in taxes on energy and 
emission of pollutants (27) - provided 
that the induced price increases do 
not trigger increases in wage claims.
Nevertheless, empirical analyses indi-
cate that targeting specific groups 
of employees may have a negative 
effect on the employment prospects 
of categories that are (narrowly) inel-
igible, see for instance Marx (2005). 
Moreover, deadweight costs may 
arise as some individuals receive a 
cut in social security contributions 
even though they would have been 
hired without such a cut.
Several Member States have intro-
duced cuts in social security con-
tributions, directed either at the 
entire workforce or specific groups 
of workers. 
In 2009, Germany reduced both 
employer and employee contribu-
tions to unemployment insurance on 
a temporary basis. In 2010, employers’ 
social security contributions in Hun-
gary were permanently reduced: as 
of mid-2009 employers’   contributions 
27) (   The Europe 2020 Integrated Guideline 1 
calls for taxes that do not harm growth 
and employment. Where taxes may have 
to rise, this should, where possible, be 
done in conjunction with measures to 
make tax systems more growth-friendly 
by shifting the tax burden from labour 
to, for example, environmentally harm-
ful activities.
were cut from 32% to 27 % for 
wages less than double the minimum 
wage, and this was extended to all 
wages at the beginning of 2010.  
Several Member States have tempo-
rarily reduced social security contri-
butions for new hires. 
In Ireland, an employer is fully  UÊ
exempted from the payment of 
social security contributions during 
the new employee’s first year in a 
new position, if the employee has 
been unemployed for six months 
or more. 
In France, employers’ social con- UÊ
tributions have been reduced for 
firms with less than 10 employees 
which hire low-wage workers - 
the reduction is largest for work-
ers hired at the minimum wage 
and declines gradually, reaching 
the statutory rate for wages 1.6 
times the minimum wage. Social 
contributions for enterprises hiring 
apprentices have been suspended. 
In Portugal, employers are tempo- UÊ
rarily exempted from paying social 
contributions for two years if they 
hire long-term unemployed people 
or under-35 for full-time, perma-
nent jobs - a measure introduced 
in 2009 and extended until the 
end of 2010. At the same time, a 
50% reduction in employer social 
contributions is granted for hiring 
older unemployed people (55 years 
or older, reduced to 40 years or 
older in 2010). There is also support 
for fixed term contracts, through a 
reduction of 50% of employer social 
contributions during the first year 
of the contract and 65% thereafter. 
In 2009, a temporary reduction 
in employer social contributions 
for small businesses (less than 50 
employees) and for workers over 45 
years of age was introduced. 
In Slovenia, employers are eligible  UÊ
for a reimbursement of social 
security contributions if they hire 
unemployed people under 26 
or over 55. These measures are 
permanent. 
In the Czech Republic, temporary  UÊ
reductions in non-wage costs were 
introduced which were originally 
intended to last up to end-2010, 
but they were terminated earlier 
due to their strong negative 
budgetary impact. 
In Austria, until end-2013 25% of  UÊ
the gross wage will be paid by the 
public employment services for one 
year when a single-person business 
hires a young unemployed person 
for the first time. 
In Poland, a reduction in employer  UÊ
social contributions is given for 
the first 12 months of employ-
ment of previously unemployed 
people of 50 or over. This measure 
is permanent.
Public sector  3.4. 
employment (28)
Jobs in the public sector have been 
created in several Member States 
in response to the economic crisis. 
For instance, in Lithuania commu-
nity jobs for which no specific qual-
ifications are required and which 
have a maximum duration of six 
months have been created for reg-
istered unemployed people who do 
not receive unemployment benefit. 
In the United Kingdom, a new sub-
sidised jobs programme has been 
introduced for young people and 
jobseekers in areas of high unemploy-
ment with a view to helping them to 
find work with local authorities and 
other community organisations.
In the short run, public sector employ-
ment creation may save and create 
jobs when economic activity declines. 
However, public sector employment 
creation has its limitations prima-
rily because of fiscal constraints and 
because of its potential (long-term) 
adverse impact on labour supply in 
the private sector, especially if such 
measures turn out to be irreversible. 
28) (   The assessment in this chapter is limited 
to labour market measures sensu stricto. 
This implies that employment effects of 
public works such as infrastructure build-
ing are not examined.Chapter 2  On the path to recovery: a review of labour market measures
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In the medium to long term, the 
adverse effects of public sector employ-
ment on private employment primarily 
stem from the degree of substitution 
between production in the public and 
private sectors, from the presence of 
rents in the public sector, and from its 
negative effect on job-seeking activ-
ity levels, see Algan et al. (2002). The 
higher the substitutability between 
the activities in the private and public 
sector, the larger the crowding out 
of the private sector employment by 
public sector employment creation will 
be. Moreover, to the extent that public 
sector employment provides better 
wages, better benefits, etc. it may also 
crowd out private employment, as pri-
vate sector employees will negotiate 
for higher wages, having the public 
wage as fall-back position (29). 
Public job creation will also negative-
ly affect job-seeking activity levels in 
the private sector, thereby reducing 
employment in the private sector, 
(see Demekas and Kontolemis 2000). 
To avoid such lock-in effects, it is 
argued that the creation of (tem-
porary) public sector employment 
should be accompanied by measures 
that encourage job seeking. 
Public sector employment creation 
through public sector investment is 
sometimes seen as a more effective 
instrument, although there may be a 
significant time lag between the con-
ception and execution of the invest-
ment, possibly limiting its usefulness 
for the current economic downturn. 
All in all, while the use of public 
sector employment to deal with cycli-
cal problems can raise difficulties, 
from a broad socio-economic per-
spective, it has the potential to pro-
vide employment opportunities for 
the disadvantaged who are adversely 
affected by the crisis and who are 
disadvantaged in the labour market 
(see Brodsky (2000)) especially during 
an economic downturn. 
29) (   Using a dynamic matching model, Chou-
let (2006) shows that while public job 
creation may improve employment in 
the short run, the creation of these jobs 
will affect employment negatively in the 
private sector in the medium term.
Promoting   3.5. 
self-employment  
and business start-ups
There are approximately 20 million 
small and medium-sized enterprises 
(SMEs) in the EU. They account for 99 
% of the total number of companies, 
employ two-thirds of the total work-
force and generate nearly 60 % of 
EU value added (see Box 5) (30).
During the economic crisis several 
Member States have introduced new 
measures to stimulate self-employ-
ment and business start-ups.
In Bulgaria, a scheme to promote 
self-employment was launched in 
2009 and runs until end-2013, pro-
viding training for the unemployed, 
start-up grants for successful trainees 
and consultancy services. 
In Estonia, a business start-up subsidy 
is provided, together with counselling 
and special training from the begin-
ning of 2010 until at least 2013. 
In Finland, the value of existing start-
up grants for unemployed people 
(and existing workers) has been 
increased. 
In Lithuania, opportunities for the 
unemployed to start a business have 
been increased through finance pro-
vided by the European Globalisation 
Fund. 
In Malta, a scheme has been offered to 
former shipyard employees who want 
to start their own businesses, by offer-
ing support in acquiring entrepreneur-
ship skills and a financial grant. 
In Poland, the ceiling of grants to 
unemployed people for the start-up of 
a new business has been increased. 
In Portugal, subsidised credit is pro-
vided to young unemployed people 
who start a new business provided 
they meet certain criteria, including 
registration with the public employ-
ment services. 
30) (   See also European Commission (2009f).
In Slovenia, funds have been pro-
vided for the education and training 
of unemployed people who want 
to become self-employed. However, 
in 2010 the rules for eligibility have 
been narrowed (obligatory consulta-
tion on suitability - competences for 
entrepreneurship). 
Until end-2010, Slovakia has 
introduced a temporary exemption 
from health insurance payments (up 
to 24 months) for people entering 
self-employment after a period of 
three months on the jobseekers 
register. 
In Spain, the capitalisation of 
unemployment benefits (31) to 
encourage self-employment was 
raised from 40% to 60% (the 
percentages were later increased to 
80% for young people aged up to 30 
and women up to 35). 
In the United Kingdom, business start-
up incentives for job seekers have 
been brought forward. Those who 
make the move into self-employment 
are eligible to receive Self-Employ-
ment Credit for the first 16 weeks, 
and ongoing mentoring support is 
provided for those who need it. 
In Greece, two programmes to help 
with the start-up of businesses were 
introduced in 2009. The aim of the 
first programme is to help young 
graduates (up to 34 years of age), such 
as engineers, medical doctors, phar-
macists, lawyers, etc, to establish an 
independent professional activity. The 
second programme targets all unem-
ployed people; enabling young unem-
ployed people wishing to become 
self-employed to receive a subsidy, 
provided that they first participate in 
an entrepreneurship course. 
31) (   Unemployment capitalisation consists of 
receiving a sole payment of the total or 
partial amount - depending on the cat-
egory- of unemployment benefit at con-
tribution level. Its objective is to boost 
employment, since the person without 
work can, from the start, have money 
available to invest in a self-employment-
based  activity. See http://www.barce-
lonanetactiva.com/barcelonanetactiva/
images/en/07_ip_capitalitzacio_atur_
en1_tcm105-59053.pdf for more details.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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In France, support was granted to 
firms in the housing and automo-
bile industries among others and 
some government-funded pro-
grammes for businesses were accel-
erated, especially for SMEs. Access 
to finance has been eased by pro-
viding additional funding for SMEs 
via reattribution of regulated sav-
ings, to help finance loans for that 
category of business for a total 
amount of € 22 billion, i.e. around 
1 % of GDP.  
In Germany personal income tax credit 
for services supplied by self-employed 
people for household repairs can be 
as high as 20 %   (ceiling: EUR 6 000, 
i.e. maximum aid = EUR 1 200), and 
this over an unlimited period.
At European level, the establishment 
of the European Microfinance Facil-
ity was agreed in March 2010. This 
facility provides loans to people who 
have lost their jobs and want to start 
or further develop their own small 
business. A budget of EUR 100 mil-
lion is being made available over 
four years but this can be increased 
to more than EUR 500 million in 
a joint initiative with international 
financial institutions, in particular the 
European Investment Bank. Those 
helped under the initiative will also 
be able to benefit from   mentoring, 
  training and coaching as well as 
assistance in preparing a business 
plan, in close cooperation with the 
European Social Fund (32).
Although the above-mentioned meas-
ures target well-specified groups, it 
should be recognised that promoting 
self-employment is a process that cre-
ates new jobs primarily in the medium 
to long term, especially if one takes 
into consideration the difficulties in 
starting a business during an econom-
ic downturn. Moreover, such start-ups 
may crowd out existing businesses, 
leading employees to revert to self-
employment in order to take advan-
tage of the support measures. 
32) (   For more details on the European Micro-
finance Facility, see http://ec.europa.eu/
social/main.jsp?langId=en&catId=89&ne
wsId=730&furtherNews=yes
Box 5: Self-employment in Europe
The typical European firm is a micro-enterprise (less than 10 people) and accounts for more than 90% of all firms in the EU and 95 % of newly created 
companies. Micro-enterprises employ almost one-third of the total private labour force. Entrepreneurship, and self-employment in particular, play a key 
role in small business creation. Given that 30% of the self-employed have employees of their own, these newly-created firms contribute significantly 
to job creation and therefore to achieving the European Union’s goal of more growth and jobs. This was acknowledged in the Small Business Act 
for Europe (SBA (1)) in mid-2008, in the national and European economic recovery plans and, more recently, with the creation of a EUR 100 million 
“European Progress Microfinance Facility” to make it easier for people who have lost or risk losing their jobs to get credit to start up small businesses. 
Furthermore, the newly-proposed EU 2020 strategy (2) puts a special emphasis on entrepreneurship and the June 2010 Directive on self-employed 
workers and assisting spouses gives improved social protection to the self-employed, including the right to maternity leave. 
Self-employment, including employers, accounted for nearly 15% of total employment (more than one job in seven) in EU27 in 2009 (3) and is an essen-
tial component of the EU’s economic dynamism. Between 2002 and 2007, boosted, among other things, by new communication technologies and a 
generally more favourable business environment for the services sector, the number of SMEs in the EU increased by over 2 million (more than 10%). (4) 
However, the contribution of self-employment to total employment growth in recent years has been limited. While the number of self-employed people 
grew by an average of 0.3% per year between 2000 and 2008 (peaking at roughly 33 million in 2007), the growth in salaried employment amounted 
to 1.4% per year over the same period. As a result, the number of self-employed people only grew by 0.8 million between 2000 and 2008, compared 
with overall employment growth of nearly 20 million. Most Member States have therefore experienced declining self-employment rates (SER (5)) over 
this period, with the notable exceptions of Czech Republic, Germany, Malta, Netherlands, Austria, Slovakia and United Kingdom. The EU’s average self-
employment rates declined almost continuously from 15.8% in 2000 to 14.8% in 2008, affecting both men and women, as well as every age group. 
The economic crisis cost more than 5 million jobs between the first quarter of 2008 and the first quarter of 2010, while the unemployment rate climbed 
from 7% to 10.1%. Self-employment was no exception, as roughly 450 000 self-employed people lost their jobs in that period (LFS data). Yet the self-
employed sector has shown a degree of resilience, as the relative employment decline has been more moderate in comparison with dependent work. Over-
all, 2009 was a year of stabilisation for self-employment and this was confirmed in subsequent quarters. Compared to 2008, the number of self-employed 
fell by less than 1%, while that of dependent employees fell by nearly 2%. In a majority of Member States, SER consequently picked up and the EU SER 
average edged up to 15% in the first quarter of 2009, remained stable through the year and picked up until recently (15.2% in 2010q1 and 2010q2).  
The downturn has not radically altered the distribution of self-employment across countries. It remains stronger in southern Member States with larger 
agricultural sectors such as Greece (SER in 2009 = 29.9%), Italy (23.4%), Portugal (22.8%) and Romania (20.8%), and weaker in countries such as 
Luxembourg, Estonia and Denmark (8.0, 8.1 and 8.8%, respectively, see Chart 3).
1)  See the Communication on  ( http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2008:0394:FIN:en:PDF and SME Performance Review – 
SBA Fact Sheets, European Commission.
2)  More information on  ( http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/index_en.htm
3)  Labour Force Survey, LFS, Eurostat. (
4)  Structural Business Statistics, SBS, Eurostat.  (
5)  Self-employed as a percentage of total employment. (Chapter 2  On the path to recovery: a review of labour market measures
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18.6 % of self-employed people work in agriculture, 17.0% in wholesale and retail, 13.4 % in construction and 10.3 % in professional, scientific and 
technical activities (2009 figures). Nearly 45 % of the self-employed work in services, ranging from trade to transport, financial and real estate activities, 
while only one-third of paid employees work in that sector. Conversely, self-employment is less industrial than dependent employment and nearly absent 
from public services. Regarding the typical profile of the self-employed in the EU, in 2009, 69.6 % were male and 37.5% aged over 50, compared to 52.5 
% and 23.9 % respectively in salaried employment. On average, the highest level of education attained by the self-employed is comparable with that of 
paid employees, although the proportion who are lower-skilled (6) remains, at 27.8%, significantly higher than for paid employees (21.3%).
In the EU, the preference levels for self-employment have remained stable between 2007 and 2009 (7): 45% of all Europeans would like to be self-
employed, while 49% say they would prefer working as an employee. Conversely, in the US, the preference for self-employment has decreased from 
61% to 55% over the same period. Men generally express a stronger preference for self–employment (51%) than women (39%), and young people 
are more inclined to start a business than older citizens. In all, 52% of those aged 15-24 prefer self-employment compared with 47% of those between 
25 and 39 and 46% of those between the ages of 40 and 54. A good education promotes the desire for self-employment. Self-fulfilment, independ-
ence and free choice of place and time of work are the main reasons for starting up one’s own business, while citizens from the newer Member States 
also appreciate the prospect of a better income.
Appropriate labour market policies are key to supporting growth in self-employment in the EU. Start-up incentives in particular are an essential 
component of support for business creation. More than 770 000 people benefited from such measures in 2008, accounting for a total budget of 
EUR 4.1 billion, i.e. roughly 0.03% of EU GDP (8). Compared to incentives aimed at stimulating the hiring of unemployed people for dependent jobs, 
start-up incentives may prove cost-effective, considering that successful self-employment may lead to subsequent hiring of dependent employees. 
More recently, self-employment has been supported under the national and European economic recovery plans and the new “European Progress 
Microfinance Facility” (9). In order to improve the efficiency of such measures, further attention is needed, in particular to cost-effectiveness (through 
mutual learning) and the sustainability and quality of self-employment.  
The quality of working life for self-employed people is of concern. A total of 18% of self-employed people are classified as poor, against 6% of 
employees and their median equivalised disposable income amounts to EUR 12 000 per year, i.e. 3 700 less than for employees. Self-employed 
people with employees work, on average, 50 hours per week (10), i.e. 13 more than paid employees and eight more than stand-alone entrepreneurs. 
Although employers have more training opportunities than self-employed people without employees, they lag behind the paid employees. As regards 
health issues, 41% of the self-employed say that work has an adverse effect on their health and 25% consider work stressful, against 33 and 21% 
respectively for paid employees. (11) The new EU Directive on self-employed workers and assisting spouses is expected to partly address these issues, 
through granting self-employed women, assisting spouses and life partners of self-employed workers a maternity allowance and a leave period of at 
least 14 weeks, for the first time at the EU level.
6)  Corresponding to pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education - levels 0-2 (ISCED 1997). (
7)  According to the Flash Eurobarometer No. 283 on “Entrepreneurship in the EU and beyond”, More information at  ( http://ec.europa.eu/pub-
lic_opinion/flash/fl_283_en.pdf 
8)  Source: LMP database, Eurostat. (
9)  More information on  ( http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=836&langId=en
10) (   Source: LFS (2008), Eurostat.
11) (   Source: EWCS (2005), read also OSHA (2010), “OSH in figures: stress at work — facts and figures”, http://osha.europa.eu/en/publications/
reports/TE-81-08-478-EN-C_OSH_in_figures_stress_at_work/view.
Sources: “Working poor in Europe”, European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions, March 2010, 
and EU-SILC (2008). The median equivalised disposable income reached EUR 15 000 for employers and EUR 11 100 for stand-alone 
entrepreneurs in the same year. The “equivalised disposable income” is the household’s total disposable income divided by its 
“equivalent size”, to take account of the size and composition of the household, and is attributed to each household member.
Chart 3: Self-employment rate in 2009
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Promoting  3.6. 
mobility and balancing 
migration
Labour mobility, whether across 
regions or between occupations, can 
make a major contribution to balanc-
ing supply and demand in the labour 
market. 
Geographical mobility in the EU 
remains low, due to both the very 
different labour markets and social 
situations and circumstances of the 
Member States, administrative hur-
dles (such as problems of recog-
nition of skills and qualifications), 
insufficient language skills and citi-
zens’ lack of information on mobility 
opportunities (33). At the beginning 
of the crisis, few initiatives had 
been taken to improve this. What 
concrete actions there are include 
tax incentives and travel allowances 
to employees travelling from their 
place of residence to another region 
in which a suitable job offer is made 
– as offered for instance in Belgium 
and Slovakia. Repatriation allow-
ances have also been provided to 
migrants who have become redun-
dant due to the crisis and wish to 
return to their country of origin 
(e.g. in the Czech Republic) (34). 
Occupational mobility is strongly 
conditioned by the type of train-
ing available to workers and unem-
ployed people. During an economic 
downturn, the importance of pro-
moting mobility by giving the work-
ers and unemployed training so that 
they acquire the adequate skills to 
move to another job is regularly 
underlined (35). In the current down-
turn, this is especially relevant as it 
has become a strategic option for 
the EU to rebuild its economic infra-
structure so as to address the struc-
tural challenges posed by climate 
33) (   See Chapter 3 in Employment in Europe 
2008 report.
34) (   See European Foundation for the 
Improvement of Living and Working 
Conditions (2009).
35) (   See next subsection for an overview of 
policy measures aimed at training the 
employed and unemployed persons.
change and demographic ageing as 
well as economic cycles. 
UPGRADING OF SKILLS  4. 
AND LABOUR MARKET 
MATCHING 
Skill formation 4.1. 
Upgrading skills is not only required 
in order to promote smart, sustaina-
ble and inclusive long-term growth, 
but also to increase the speed and 
intensity of the economic recov-
ery. For instance, a green stimulus 
package will be largely ineffective 
without a sufficient supply of green-
collar professionals with adequate 
and appropriate skills for green 
jobs. Moreover, as sectors such as 
car manufacturing, steel production 
and construction may face difficul-
ties in recovering fully, while other 
sectors such as low-carbon, health 
and social care sectors will have 
strong growth potential, there is an 
urgent need to ensure that human 
capital formation reflects the new 
employment opportunities. 
The economic downturn has had a 
negative impact on human capital 
formation in several ways (36):
Firstly, the longer unemployment  UÊ
lasts, the more the skills and atti-
tude to work of the unemployed 
tend to degenerate. 
Secondly, as workers are laid off,  UÊ
their firm-specific skills may not be 
useful or useable in other firms.  
Thirdly, as the resources to finance  UÊ
training and education may become 
scarcer during the crisis, skill forma-
tion may be scaled down. 
Fourthly, people, and especially  UÊ
the young, may be discouraged 
36) (  New skills for new jobs see   
http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?langI
d=en&catId=89&newsId=431&furtherNe
ws=yes
from investing in their education 
and training as the crisis negative-
ly affects their perceived prospects 
of future work opportunities.
Nevertheless, the crisis has also cre-
ated conditions that support skill 
formation:
Firstly, the expected higher level of  UÊ
restructuring during the recovery 
could justify a greater emphasis on 
training. 
Secondly, human capital increas- UÊ
es because the young stay longer 
at school while the old take any 
opportunity to train further in 
order to increase chances of not 
losing the job (if employed) or find-
ing a new one (if unemployed).
In some Member States the crisis has 
also acted as a catalyst for improving 
the flexibility of training services by 
decentralising administration, short-
ening the waiting period for train-
ing (Finland and United Kingdom), 
subsidising more training places 
(Bulgaria, Estonia, Ireland, Cyprus, 
Poland and Sweden), and widening 
the scope of training to those at risk 
of being laid off (Cyprus and Latvia), 
the self-employed (Estonia), young 
people (Malta, Austria, Portugal 
and United Kingdom), older workers 
(France), and future-oriented sectors 
like health and social care (Belgium, 
Austria and United Kingdom).
Several efforts have been made to 
intensify training specifically tar-
geted at the employed (see Box 6). 
In several Member States during 
the current crisis new STWA meas-
ures were introduced, or existing 
schemes were modified, to encour-
age the combination of temporary 
short-time work with training. Nev-
ertheless, relatively few short-time 
workers participate in training when 
it is not compulsory: less than 10% 
in Belgium, Germany and Finland 
and less than 25% in Austria.Chapter 2  On the path to recovery: a review of labour market measures
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Box 6: Training for the employed
In Bulgaria, vouchers to participate in training to acquire new skills are provided to employed people from end-2009 until end-2012. 
In Cyprus, existing training schemes were adapted in order to provide on-the-job training to employees who risk being laid off. 
In Germany, vocational training programmes have been temporarily (until end-2010) extended to workers at risk of unemployment, older workers 
in small- and medium-sized enterprises and temporary workers rehired by their agency. The initiative entitled ”continuing vocational education of 
low-skilled persons and older employees” (WeGebAU) focuses on the promotion of these two target groups. It is not a new initiative, but it was 
extended in response to the crisis. In January 2009 a third target group has been included – employees whose vocational education had been 
completed more than four years earlier. The initiative pays training fees and the employer can receive a subsidy for the loss of working time.
In Estonia, job seekers as well as existing workers are given the possibility to receive further professional training (until end-2012).  
In Finland, availability of places on vocational training targeted at young people and low-skilled workers has been increased. 
In France, a social investment fund (of two years’ duration) has been created to coordinate measures supporting employment and vocational 
training. A new agreement to increase funding for training for existing workers and job seekers has been concluded between the govern-
ment and social partners. This is particularly focussed on workers in sectors facing major difficulties. 
In Malta, a Rapid Reaction Unit has been set up to assist in training of workers from companies where mass lay-offs have occurred or 
reduced working-time arrangements are in force. 
In the Netherlands, tax credits for training costs of existing workers have been temporarily increased and training costs for employers who 
allow unskilled workers to take part in learning programmes are to be reimbursed until end-2010. 
In Austria, training programmes were modified to allow for 50% co-financing of training costs by local governments (until end-2011) and 
to facilitate take-up by reducing the minimum duration of employment needed for eligibility from one year to six months. 
In Portugal, vocational training for employees of the automotive sector has been prolonged in 2010 and has been extended to other sectors 
such as textiles and clothing, tourism, furniture and trade. 
In Spain, training programmes for workers in the automotive sector have been implemented. 
Source: OECD-European Commission questionnaire on employment and social policy in the economic downturn – 2010 update.
Apprenticeship schemes have been 
reinforced in several Member States by 
temporarily providing apprentices with 
higher subsidies (Germany, Cyprus), 
better informing entrepreneurs (Den-
mark), focussing on early school-leav-
ers (Hungary, Netherlands, Portugal, 
United Kingdom) and on redundant 
apprentices (Ireland), and by focusing 
on apprenticeships in specific sectors 
such as the care sector (United King-
dom). Nevertheless, it is not always 
possible to implement such measures 
in a timely manner due to the time it 
takes to create places among employ-
ers and recruit trainees. 
In most Member States it is also 
acknowledged that it is necessary to 
keep workers who have been made 
redundant in close contact with 
the labour market and to reduce 
structural unemployment through 
the provision of training and other 
measures (see Box 7). These meas-
ures have been complemented by 
intensified job-seekers assistance 
programmes. Nevertheless, it is rec-
ognised that, while targeting train-
ing may increase the job-perspective 
for unemployed people, in order for 
such training programmes to be fully 
effective they need to be tailored 
to the specific characteristics of the 
unemployed and this can involve sig-
nificant fiscal costs.
Box 7: Training for the unemployed
In Belgium (Flanders), the training and guidance capacity of the Public Employment Services has been strengthened for so-called bottleneck 
jobs and ‘jobs for the future’. In Wallonia and Brussels, various initiatives have been taken including training voucher for language and adapta-
tion to new skills, directed to temporary unemployed and unemployed people from 26 sectors.
In Cyprus, a temporary scheme for upgrading the skills of unemployed people has been established, ending in February 2010. 
In Germany, additional funding has been provided for the vocational training of unemployed people with special focus on training as nurses. 
In Denmark, the unemployed receive financial support for training during their start-up period in a new job. Before the crisis the exist-
ing training scheme gave any insured unemployed person the option to choose up to 6 weeks of education during the first 9 months of   
unemployment (6 months if aged less than 30 years). The reform of the scheme implies that the limit of 6 weeks is suspended if the   unemployed 
has no vocational training or obsolete qualifications, if the unemployed person  cannot find work within his/hers previous line of work and if 
the education taken is directed at areas where there are good employment prospects (for instance in health care).EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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In Estonia, the registered unemployed and people with redundancy notice may apply for training vouchers until the end of 2010. 
In Finland, training places for the unemployed were increased, with special focus on the low-skilled and young people. 
In France, support has been increased for training programmes for workers who participate in work placements after mass lay-offs.
In Hungary, training programmes for disadvantaged groups were extended to people made redundant during the crisis. Participation is 
voluntary and the training is part of a package that includes other services, such as wage subsidies, job-seeking assistance, and commuting 
subsidies. The programme will finish by end-2010. 
In Ireland, provision of training and work experience placements for the unemployed has been increased. 
In the Netherlands, training for unemployed people has been made more flexible, service desks in regional employment centres have been 
established and grants for retraining workers threatened by redundancy are awarded until 2010. 
In Austria, regional training programmes for the unemployed have been temporarily expanded (until end-2010), whereby temporary addi-
tional training places have been created for the unemployed and for women in technical occupations. Special attention has also been paid 
to training in the health and social professions and initiatives for integrating immigrants were expanded. 
In Portugal, new training places for the young unemployed have been created in 2010. 
In Poland, vocational training programmes for the unemployed have been expanded, and income support for the unemployed taking part 
in training, on-the-job training or apprenticeships has been increased. 
In Sweden, financial aid for the unemployed undertaking training or education has been increased and practical skills development for 
unemployed people with previous employment experience has been increased. 
In the United Kingdom, funding for training has been increased for those at risk of job loss or recently made redundant. All 18-24 year olds 
are guaranteed a job or work-focused training place before reaching 12 months of unemployment. 
In Spain, a budget to finance enrolment in masters’ programmes at public universities of people between 25 and 40 years of age and 
entitled to unemployment benefits was approved in 2009.
In Greece, a programme has been implemented which aims to improve the prospects of young unemployed people by providing them skills 
that are considered as essential for finding a job. Beneficiaries may choose to participate in one or more of the three actions envisaged by 
the programme, namely: a) Achieve a work record, b) Achieve a training certificate in informatics, and c) Receive guidance and counselling 
services. The duration of the course is set at 60 hours. A fee is foreseen for participants (10 Euros per hour). 
Source: OECD-European Commission questionnaire on employment and social policy in the economic downturn – 2010 update.
All in all, while these training schemes 
should cover the specific needs of par-
ticipants and local labour markets to 
address the temporary cyclical down-
turn in labour demand, it should also be 
taken into consideration that the inte-
gration of ICT and digital competences 
into learning schemes is becoming a 
pressing priority that needs more atten-
tion in training schemes. Only in this 
way will the labour force be capable of 
adjusting to technological change and 
new patterns of work organization in 
the medium and long run. This implies 
a need to further monitor skill types, 
target groups, specific course features, 
in order to fine tune the training pro-
grammes and promote inclusion.
As regards higher education, nation-
al responses to the economic crisis 
have been very diverse, from increased 
investment through stimulus packages 
(in Austria, Cyprus, France, Lithuania 
and Portugal), to severe cuts (in Ireland 
and Latvia). In a number of Member 
States, the impact of the crisis extends 
beyond changes to national higher 
education budgets, and includes 
changes in enrolment rates, staffing 
and infrastructure implications, and an 
increased focus on the social dimension 
and lifelong learning. Some Member 
States offer additional places in higher 
education institutions in order to 
improve the skills the unemployed 
and citizens generally and a number 
of Member states are increasing social 
support to students (37). 
37) (   Source: Eurydice, Focus on Higher Edu-
cation in Europe 2010, The impact of 
the Bologna process, available at http://
eacea.ec.europa.eu/education/eurydice/
documents/thematic_reports/122en.pdf
Labour market  4.2. 
matching
If complete and perfect informa-
tion were available about jobs and 
people seeking work, if there were 
no structural rigidities in the economy 
and labour market, and no obsta-
cles to lower-cost mobility, then the 
problems associated with matching 
demand and supply for labour would 
effectively disappear. However, that 
is not the world in which we live. 
Imperfections and rigidities do exist 
in practice and it is an empirical fact 
that, during an upturn, vacancies are 
high and unemployment low while, 
during a downturn, vacancies are low 
and unemployment is high (the so-
called Beveridge curve). The efficiency 
of labour market matching depends Chapter 2  On the path to recovery: a review of labour market measures
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on such factors as the degree and 
effectiveness of search activity, the 
extent of the differences between 
skills demanded and supplied, as well 
as the geographical distance between 
workers and jobs. 
Active labour market policies (ALMP) 
may play an important role in improv-
ing labour market matching efficiency 
by promoting adjustments in job-seek-
ers’ skills (for instance, through training 
programmes) and job search effective-
ness (for instance, through more active 
employment agencies). Moreover, 
ALMP can keep unemployed workers 
in contact with the labour force which 
helps their reintegration into the pro-
duction process. However, the cost 
of ALMPs may be high, limiting their 
overall effectiveness in increasing or 
maintaining levels of employment (see 
Card et al. 2009).
The capacity of the Public Employment 
Services (PES) has been extended in 
most Member States in order to meet 
the increased demand, with staff levels 
increased by 10% or more over the 
past three years in Germany, Estonia, 
Cyprus, Hungary and Poland. Despite 
these additional resources, the growth 
in staff has not kept up with the 
increase in the number of jobseek-
ers registered at the PES and in some 
Member States such as Estonia, Latvia 
and Lithuania, the caseload more than 
doubled between 2007 and 2009.
Since mid-2009, the PES in several 
Member States have intensified job 
search assistance targeted at par-
ticular groups such as youth (Aus-
tria, Finland), immigrants (Finland), 
people with short-term contracts 
(Belgium) or people not receiving 
benefits (France), and job search 
assistance has been provided earlier 
than previously in others (Finland, 
United Kingdom). Immediate entry 
into training has been introduced 
for young people registering for 
social assistance (Denmark, Neth-
erlands), while labour mobility has 
been intensified by subsidising the 
issue of recognition of certificates 
showing qualification levels (Neth-
erlands, Austria). 
In general, regimes are getting 
tougher. In Finland, job seekers are 
required to search for jobs in wider 
geographical areas (in an area up to 
80km from their homes). In Poland, 
job seekers are now denied benefits 
if they refuse to accept a suitable 
job for no justified reason. In Malta, 
long-term unemployed must do com-
munity work or lose their benefits. In 
Denmark, unemployed people under 
30 are required to participate in ALMP 
after three months of unemployment 
(down from six months). In the United 
Kingdom, support and mutual obliga-
tion requirements (38) increase with the 
length of unemployment. 
On the other hand, in Belgium job 
search assistance has been intensified 
by requiring all firms who make a mass 
dismissal of more than 20 workers 
to set up a unit to give workers tar-
geted job search assistance and career 
guidance. In the United Kingdom, job 
search training and assistance has been 
increased, including additional tar-
geted support for firms making mass 
redundancies, communities affected 
by multiple redundancies, and newly-
unemployed people facing significant 
barriers to finding a job, as well as 
those unemployed for more than six 
months. Similarly, in France support 
programmes for workers affected by 
mass layoffs have been expanded.
Several Member States have also 
expanded the role of private employ-
ment agencies to provide additional 
capacity (France, Italy, Poland).
INCREASING ACCESS  5. 
TO EMPLOYMENT AND 
SUPPORTING HOUSEHOLD 
INCOME
In several Member States, direct 
income transfers have been temporar-
ily reinforced. Income support for the 
newly unemployed includes support 
38) (   I.e. benefit recipients are expected to 
engage in active job search and improve 
their employability in exchange for ben-
efit payment.
for children (Germany), mortgage 
payments (Spain, Hungary), guaran-
teed minimum income (Latvia), tax 
rebates as well as increases in the 
duration and level of unemployment 
benefits (UB). 
Several Member States have modified 
the eligibility and generosity of 
their UB systems in response to the 
economic downturn. For instance, in 
Belgium the amount of the UB paid 
during the first year of unemployment 
has been increased, while in Bulgaria 
the UB was temporarily increased 
in 2009. In Austria, the assessment 
base for UB has been upgraded to 
take account of inflation. In Latvia, 
the period for calculation of the 
amount of UB has been extended 
since the beginning of 2010. In 
Slovakia, a temporary measure has 
been taken so that short periods 
of time spent on reduced working 
hours or on work suspension do 
not preclude eligibility for UB. The 
period covering parental leave is 
permanently included in the period 
of employment required for UB 
entitlement. In Latvia, Slovenia and 
Finland, the period of employment 
required to become eligible for 
UB has been reduced, although in 
Latvia, UB will be capped from the 
beginning of 2010 until the end 
of 2012 (39). In France, the period 
of prior employment to determine 
eligibility for UB has been lowered 
from six months worked in the 
previous 22 months to four months 
worked in the previous 28 months 
(36 months for workers over 50). In 
Greece, the unemployment benefit 
increased gradually. In Poland, 
the monthly benefit level rose by 
nearly 30% although, after three 
months, the amount of the benefit 
will fall by around 21%. In Italy, the 
access to unemployment benefits is 
made conditional upon declaring 
immediate readiness to work or 
participate in a training offer. In 
the Netherlands, the initial level of 
unemployment benefits has been 
39) (   I.e. the daily UB will be reduced to 
LVL 11.51 (EUR 16.38) plus 50% of the 
amount of the calculated unemployment 
benefit exceeding LVL 11.51 (EUR 16.38).EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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increased to 75% of the last daily 
wage during the first two months 
(with a maximum daily wage of 
EUR 185.46), and 70% thereafter. 
In Spain, a temporary measure was 
introduced whereby short periods of 
time spent on reduced working hours 
or suspension of work contract will 
not affect a person’s eligibility for 
unemployment benefits. In Sweden, 
in order to promote membership 
of unemployment insurance funds, 
and against the backdrop of the 
economic downturn, months of 
unemployment between 1 January 
and 31 December 2009 are counted 
twice. 
In several Member States, the 
duration of eligibility for UB has 
also been modified. In Romania, the 
duration of eligibility was extended 
by three months in 2009. In Lithuania, 
it can be prolonged by two months 
in those municipalities where the 
registered unemployment rate is 1.5 
percentage points higher than the 
national average. At the same time, 
the waiting period for entitlement 
has been extended to the number 
of months for which severance 
pay is paid. In Latvia the duration 
of UB entitlement has also been 
temporarily extended (40). In Portugal 
the duration for unemployment 
benefits for long-term unemployed 
has been temporary extended. In 
the Czech Republic, the duration for 
UB entitlement has been reduced 
permanently by one month, but the 
amount of UB paid during the first 
two months has been increased. In 
Poland, the duration of UB eligibility 
has also been reduced. In Ireland job-
seeker’s benefit will be paid for up 
to 9 months (previously 12 months). 
This will apply to new claimants and 
those with an existing duration of 
less than 3 months on jobseeker’s 
benefit on 14 October, 2008. As dis-
cussed in previous subsections, the 
potentially adverse effects of these 
40) (   From July 1st 2009 to December 31st 
2011 to nine months for those who were 
previously eligible for unemployment 
benefit for four or six months (i.e. work-
ers having worked one to nine years and 
10 to 19 years respectively).
measures on labour supply have, 
in many cases, been balanced out 
by measures to ensure more active 
labour market search. 
Raising UB during an economic 
downturn has several effects on 
employment. On the one hand, it 
supports aggregate demand thereby 
sustaining labour demand and hence 
also employment but, at the same 
time, higher UB will increase wage 
demands of unemployed people 
when negotiating for a wage and, 
as a consequence, employment 
may decline. Moreover, temporary 
increases may be perceived as being 
permanent and difficult to reverse once 
the economy recovers. Nevertheless, 
income transfers have the advantage 
of being quickly transmissible through 
the social safety net, although not all 
of those who are out of work are 
necessarily covered (41). 
All in all, the overall discretionary 
fiscal stimulus to support household 
purchasing power constituted about 
0.5 % of GDP in 2009, and is pro-
jected to amount to about 0.5 % of 
41) (   See Box 3 in section 8.2 of Chapter 3 for 
more details on access to unemployment 
insurance and coverage of vulnerable 
groups.
GDP in 2010, - compared to the 0.2% 
of GDP in 2009 and 0.3% of GDP in 
2010 available for measures support-
ing the smooth functioning of the 
labour market (42).
ASSESSMENT OF THE  6. 
CRISIS-RELATED MEASURES
Stocktaking:   6.1. 
The crisis, government 
intervention and 
employment 
The crisis has seriously affected the 
economic performance of every EU 
Member State. The EU27 seasonally-
adjusted real GDP slumped by as 
much as 5% in the first quarter of 
2009 compared to first quarter of 
2008. While a detailed analysis of 
the crisis and its employment impact 
is contained in the previous chapter 
of this report, this section serves as a 
reminder of some facts pertinent to 
further analysis.
42) (   Including short-time working arrange-
ments, training, placement, and other 
job-search help.
Chart 4: Unemployment and demand during the crisis
GDP and demand aggregates in EU27
(seasonally adjusted volumes, 2007Q2=100)
Change of unemployment plotted against change in GDP(1)
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Though capital formation gener-
ally accounts for roughly a fifth 
of total GDP, Chart 4 (left) shows 
that the decrease in total demand 
was due to a large extent to a col-
lapse in investment as the business 
climate deteriorated and as firms 
became more and more pessimistic 
about economic prospects. Indica-
tors of business and market senti-
ment bottomed out in early 2009 
however, and have recovered to 
their pre-crisis levels. (43) The chart 
also reveals that a huge increase in 
government expenditure designed 
to alleviate the economic and social 
impact of the crisis has served to 
prevent an even worse economic 
outcome. 
Many of the government measures 
focused on the labour market are 
outlined above. Their main target 
was to prevent the slump in demand 
from pulling down employment. 
Most of them are temporary tools 
installed within the unemploy-
ment insurance system, or STWA 
43) (   Sentiment indicators bottomed out at 
the beginning of 2009 and have recov-
ered only recently to their pre-crisis levels 
(see EU Economic Sentiment Indicator in, 
for example, EU Employment Situation 
and Social Outlook, Monthly Monitor).
aimed at encouraging a reduction 
in working hours rather than the 
number of jobs. 
Given the magnitude of the eco-
nomic slowdown, it is obvious that 
these measures were most success-
ful in EU Member States where 
job losses appeared comparably 
moderate. Chart 4 (right) plots the 
change of real GDP from the 2nd 
quarter of 2008 to the 2nd quarter 
of 2009 against the change in the 
unemployment rate from the 4th 
quarter of 2008 to the 4th quarter of 
2009 (noting that employment has 
a time lag in reacting to changes 
in overall demand). It can be noted 
that, as a result of the extensive 
use of STWA in Germany (where 
the number of take-ups peaked at 
around 3% of the total workforce 
during 2009), the German labour 
market proved relatively resilient to 
the demand shock. But the picture 
varies considerably across Europe - 
in the Baltic countries a GDP slump 
of 16% or more led to a doubling 
of the unemployment rate in only 
one year.
In fact, despite various measures 
facilitating the reduction of working 
hours, the sheer scale of the demand 
drop in 2009 brought reductions in 
both numbers employed and aver-
age hours worked, although there 
is no doubt that during the crisis the 
pressure to reduce staff was con-
tained and alleviated to a consider-
able extent by the various schemes 
designed to provide compensation 
for reduced working time. 
Potential  6.2. 
medium-term impact:  
A micro-model 
simulation 
Objective   6.2.1. 
of the exercise
An overall assessment of the effec-
tiveness of labour market policy 
instruments put in place or modified 
during the crisis will have to be made 
against a longer-term perspective, 
i.e. whether or not the jobs saved 
during the crisis will still exist in 
the medium term after the meas-
ures expire (which in most Member 
States would be by the end of 2010). 
Moreover, it is too early to provide 
evidence for the measures’ overall 
effectiveness at this stage. 
However, a simulation using the 
European Commission’s Labour 
Market Model (LMM) offers some 
insight into the potential trans-
mission paths and real-economy 
impacts of labour market poli-
cies which focus on the stabilisa-
tion of employment, including the 
reduction of working time. For an 
explanation of LMM see Box 8 and   
Annex 2 below.
Chart 5: Development of average weekly working time and employment rates  
during the crisis: Plotting 4thquarter 2008 against 4th quarter 2009
Average number of actual weekly hours of work in main job Employment rate (age group 15 - 64 years)
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Box 8: Using the European Commission DG EMPL’s Labour Market Model (LMM)
LMM is a dynamic computable general equilibrium model containing an in-depth description of the labour market (Berger et al, 
2009). The current version of the model covers six Member States, namely Denmark, Germany, Italy, Austria, Poland and United 
Kingdom.
As an Overlapping Generations Model, it explains optimal behaviour of workers of different age groups, retirees and firms - all 
acting within an institutional framework that is described in detail. The model’s principal objective is to estimate how an economy 
might react to changes in labour market policies or other external factors. Those labour market policies may include changes in 
direct and indirect taxes, lump sum transfers, ALMP, training subsidies, employment protection legislation (including firing taxes) 
and direct (financial) support to the employed and the employers. 
LMM takes on board the complex decisions made by workers and firms. These include what skill level to choose before entering 
the working process, what amount of labour to supply or demand, at what age to retire, or on what level of wage to bargain. Such 
decisions are taken following a process of weighing the utility against the marginal costs associated to these efforts. 
Firms and workers operate within explicit tax-benefit systems and institutional surroundings. However, the descriptive analysis 
above indicates the variety of details in the various policy measures implemented to overcome the crisis which a modelling exercise 
cannot hope to replicate. However, while LMM cannot tackle in-depth policies such as STWA or unemployment benefits, it is a tool 
for stylised modelling of “core types of action” which focus on employment stabilisation and the impact on working time. Given the 
variety of measures taken in the Member States, such a process has one major advantage in that it makes cross-country comparisons 
possible: the same core policy tool would be elaborated for every country considered. However, given LMM’s technical limitations 
and its limited coverage (with six countries considered) it cannot cover the whole range of very detailed measures implemented 
by the Member States during the crisis. Nor can it deliver forecasts or produce results which could be generalised for the EU as a 
whole.  The LMM is explained in greater detail in Annex 2 below. 
Policy measures are simulated in a 
comparative-dynamic manner. For 
example, starting from an initial 
economic and labour market situ-
ation, a measure might be intro-
duced for a period of three years, 
and then withdrawn. Using the 
model, it is possible to plot the 
policy outcome over time (in terms 
of GDP, output, consumption, capi-
tal formation, employment, unem-
ployment and participation) against 
their initial levels in order to esti-
mate the policy’s likely fundamen-
tal impact.
Crisis related measures introduced 
to protect jobs at the expense of 
working time mostly envisage a 
certain (minimum) working time 
reduction. In other words, the 
number of hours to be reduced is 
being targeted ex-ante. In terms 
of LMM, however, the number of 
working hours is one of the core 
endogenous variables and should 
not be treated as a fixed exog-
enous policy parameter because it 
is a major determinant of effective 
labour volume, productivity and 
economic growth. Therefore, in 
order to be close enough to the 
crisis related measures taken by 
the Member States, and to respect 
the model’s core transmission 
mechanisms, we allow employ-
ment stabilisation and working 
time reduction to be effectuated 
endogenously by an in-work sub-
sidisation paid from the state 
budget directly to workers. 
This approach is possible because 
LMM explicitly depicts the responses 
of households and firms to chang-
es in the institutional framework 
achieved through policy measures. 
In this context LMM implicitly takes 
into account the individual or institu-
tional conditions under which both 
firms and workers bargain about 
wages. Firms offer higher wages if 
productivity is high or if subsidies 
are being paid to them, which could 
be conditioned to workers’ training 
or just to their ‘being employed’. 
Workers, on the other hand, are 
assumed to be willing to accept 
lower wages if the ‘effort cost’ of 
working decreases, if public wage 
supplements are paid to them, or 
if their relative fall-back position 
worsens because the value of public 
benefits are reduced. 
In-work subsidisation  6.2.2. 
paid workers across all ages 
A direct wage subsidy paid to work-
ers - as was applied during the 
crisis by a number of Member States 
in combination with working time 
reductions - will ease the pressure 
to bargain hard for higher wages. 
The supplement will make ‘being 
employed’ more attractive com-
pared to ‘being out of employment’ 
as it improves workers’ inside posi-
tion and hence lowers their reserva-
tion wage levels. As a consequence, 
wages paid by the employer will 
decrease and will also pull down 
(endogenously) the number of hours 
worked. 
We model a direct wage subsi-
dy from the state budget to the 
workers equivalent to one percent 
of national average labour costs 
(which include gross wages and 
non-wage costs to the employer 
such as employer’s social security 
contributions). This is done for all 
six Member States covered by the 
model since they have very different 
institutional arrangements in place. 
At first, we apply the measure to Chapter 2  On the path to recovery: a review of labour market measures
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every worker, irrespective of age 
and wage level – an assumption that 
is justified in so far as public meas-
ures such as STWA are granted to 
companies rather than single work-
ers. The measure is assumed to be 
financed by lump-sum taxes levied 
on households because they are sup-
posed to be neutral in terms of 
labour allocation. It is assumed that 
the first year of projection be the 
year 2008, (44) i.e., the measure starts 
at the beginning of 2008 and expires 
at the end of 2010. All results are 
shown as level deviations from the 
steady state (the general equilibri-
um) to which the model was initially 
calibrated  (without the measure). 
The core results are shown first for 
Germany in Chart 6. The transmis-
sion path is similar for all countries.
Clearly, a wage supplement paid 
to workers will increase con-
sumption demand and GDP, (see 
Chart 6 left). At the same time, 
the extra subsidy paid on top of 
their wages will encourage workers 
to agree to lower wages paid by 
their employers. Their reservation 
wages decrease and, from the proc-
ess of bargaining, lower market 
wages will be the consequence, (see 
Chart 6 right). (45) At given produc-
tivity levels, lower wages will foster 
employment in terms of workers 
employed, and unemployment 
will decrease. Effective employ-
44) (   It is important to note that though the 
measure is assumed to start in 2008, 
the reference scenario is not observed 
data (GDP, employment, wages etc) in 
that year but the result of the calibra-
tion. The model was calibrated for each 
of the six countries to an initial steady 
state. That is, the situation before tak-
ing action in the first year of simulation 
is assumed to be a long-term equilib-
rium to which the policy scenarios are 
then compared. In order to best reflect 
a long-term steady state in the initial 
situation, a huge amount of recent data 
(including micro data) is being used to 
reflect internals like the labour market 
status, firms’ and workers’ behaviour 
on the labour market, human capital 
formation, and country-specific insti-
tutional details. The initial situation is 
being assigned to the year 2008 as we 
know that many Member States started 
action in that year.
45) (   The wage subsidy is not included in the 
calculation of gross market wages.
ment (total hours worked) goes 
up due to the increased number 
of workers, but the shift in hours 
worked is less pronounced because 
workers reduce individual working 
time as a consequence of lower 
market wages and wage subsidies 
(which are independent of work-
ing hours). As increasing employ-
ment in the short term will tend to 
lower productivity, wages will also 
be lowered from the demand side 
of labour. In the wage bargaining 
process, firms’ reservation wages 
decline as a consequence of the 
additional labour supply.
The effects in the other five countries 
are similar to those shown in Chart 6 
for Germany. However, the magni-
tude of the impact varies to some 
extent across countries. 
Chart 6: In-work subsidy of 1% of average labour cost paid directly  
to the worker (across all age groups), Germany
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Chart 7: Temporary in-work subsidy of 1% of average labour cost paid directly  
to every worker, impact on wage rates and effective employment in six countries
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Box 9: The impact of the in-work subsidy on labour market participation
The in-work subsidy clearly boosts a household’s propensity to participate in the labour market. The stronger the disincentives to labour market 
participation in the initial situation, the more pronounced this boost is. These disincentives are reflected by a high implicit tax rate on labour 
participation. The implicit tax rate on participation takes on board the relative disadvantage of participating in the labour market compared 
to staying outside. It is influenced by the net retirement income (+), the tax rate on working income (+), the unemployment benefits (+) and 
subsidies paid to workers (-).
Introducing a new in-work subsidy lowers the implicit tax rate of labour market participation, the relative extent of the decline being 
highest where the wage income (the product of wage levels and the number of working hours) is lowest. For example, if labour income 
is comparatively low because working hours are low, then an in-work subsidy will have a relatively stronger positive impact on labour 
market participation.
There are a number of factors that 
explain the cross-country differences. 
Among those:
Differences in the levels of take- UÊ
home wages, i.e., gross wages and 
wage taxes. The higher the take-
home wage levels, the lower the 
relative significance of a given sub-
sidy. Hence, a given in-work sub-
sidy (assumed to be tax free) will 
trigger less pronounced decreases 
of workers’ reservation wage in 
countries with relatively high take-
home wages. Less pronounced 
wage decreases will cet. par. trig-
ger less additional labour demand 
which will result in less significant 
employment gains.
The retirement decision effect, as  UÊ
the subsidy will influence older 
workers’ labour market participa-
tion (see Box 9). A given in-work 
subsidy will encourage more work-
ers who are eligible to retire to 
postpone their retirement and stay 
in the labour market. Since older 
workers have higher wages, cet. 
par., there will be more people on 
higher wages in employment. As a 
consequence, countries where the 
retirement effect is strong tend to 
see only a comparably moderate 
decrease of wage levels as a result 
of the subsidy. The retirement effect 
will be the stronger the higher the 
level of seniority wage premium in 
the different countries.
Chart 8: Change of older workers participation rate (aged 55 -69) in ppts after 
applying a temporary in-work subsidy of 1% of average labour cost paid directly  
to every worker (average over period 2008-2011) 
0.00
0.05
0.10
0.15
0.20
0.25
0.30
0.35
0.40
UK PL AT IT DE DK
All ages, all skills levels
Older workers, all skills levels
Older workers, high skilled
Source: Own calculation on the basis of DG EMPL's Labour Market Model for the 
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In-work subsidisation  6.2.3. 
restricted to young  workers
The above analysis considers a sub-
sidy paid directly to workers irre-
spective of their age. In this section 
the assumption is that payments are 
restricted to workers under 25, while 
the individual cost of the subsidy is 
maintained at one percent of aver-
age labour cost. The situation will 
be plotted against the initial simula-
tion results where subsidy was pro-
vided to every worker. We restrict 
the analysis to the case of Germany 
as the mechanisms are the same in 
all countries.
The budgetary cost of the subsidy, if 
the measure is restricted to the young 
amounts to some 7% of the cost of the 
unrestricted subsidy. The proportions 
in terms of economic expansion and 
employment gains are considerably 
higher (see Chart 9). In other words, 
relative to the expenditure involved, 
the effectiveness of a subsidy tar-
geted at young workers appears to 
be higher than that of a subsidy given 
to every worker. This is explained by 
the wage structure across age groups. 
The wage levels of young workers 
are lower than the average for all 
workers. Hence, a given amount of 
subsidy provides a relatively stronger 
incentive to work and will encourage 
more younger than older workers to 
search for a job and/or to remain in 
employment. 
Moreover, even if only the subsidy’s 
employment impact among young 
workers is considered, the employ-
ment gain for the young is more 
significant if the measure is restricted 
to them than without restriction (see 
Chart 10). 
This result is achieved because work-
ers of different age groups supply 
labour in a competitive environment, 
which means that there is a substi-
tution effect across age groups. If 
employment of the young becomes 
relatively more attractive to firms 
because their wages are lower as a 
result of the subsidy, then demand 
for the young will increase relative 
to that for other age groups (in the 
restricted scenario the substitution 
would be expected to cause a slight 
decline in employment levels in other 
age groups). 
Tentative conclusions  6.2.4. 
from the micro-model 
simulation
Overall, for the countries consid-
ered, wage subsidies would impact 
positively on employment levels. 
Over the period during which the 
measure is applied, it leads to down-
ward pressure on wages paid by 
employers and increases demand 
for workers. On the supply side, 
the in-work subsidy improves work-
ers’ inside position which, in turn, 
triggers increased participation.   
Chart 10: Employment gains after a temporary in-work subsidy of 1%  
of averagelabour cost paid directly to the worker - if paid to every worker  
or restricted to workers aged between 15 and 24 years,  
average over the period 2008 – 2011, Germany
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Source: Own calculation on the basis of DG EMPL’s Labour Market Model for the EU.
Chart 9: Budgetary cost, demand and employment effect of a temporary in-work  
subsidy of 1% of average labour cost paid directly to the worker - if paid to every 
worker or restricted to workers aged between 15 and 24 years,  
average over the period 2008 - 2011, Germany
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As a result, employment levels rise 
and unemployment is reduced. Given 
the boost to employment, invest-
ment is increased as capital inten-
sity will temporarily drop below its 
steady-state equilibrium. 
Temporarily supporting employment 
could therefore be seen an appropri-
ate means to respond to the crisis. 
However, it has to be recognised 
that it is a costly labour market policy 
instrument in budget terms. Over 
three years of an active policy, if sup-
port were granted on an unrestricted 
basis to every worker, the annual 
cost of the measure could amount to 
0.5% to 0.6% of GDP per year (46)  for 
the countries considered. 
This leads to the conclusion that: 
In order to be cost efficient and  UÊ
to focus on specific target groups, 
the option of restricting in-work 
subsidy to such groups appears 
most attractive. This appears to 
be particularly true in the case 
of young people, given that their 
relatively low wages mean that 
the subsidy offers a significant 
incentive to take up work.
Making anti-cyclical measures tem- UÊ
porary is important in order to 
maintain the sustainability of public 
finances and avoid creating coun-
ter-productive incentives for com-
panies. Employers might internalise 
the ‘fixed’ subsidy when bargaining 
with workers on wage levels, and 
may be tempted to seek unjustifi-
ably high shares of the welfare 
surplus generated by the subsidy. 
The effect on workers is ambigu-
ous. It can be assumed that workers 
acquire knowledge and skills when 
employed which would favour 
productivity gains. (47)   However, if 
46) (   I.e. change of net transfers to house-
holds, as we have assumed lump-sum lev-
ies put on households to be the source of 
finance.
47) (   The effect of skill acquisition is captured 
by the model. Simulations of a perma-
nent in-work wage subsidy across all age 
groups resulted in long-term overall pro-
ductivity gains (productivity losses were 
only noted for the low-skilled workers). 
workers become   accustomed to 
independent in-work subsidisation 
they may reduce performance. In 
the long-run, productivity losses 
might be the consequence.
Policy  6.3. 
considerations
The above analysis has presented 
detailed evidence concerning the 
policies implemented to mitigate the 
adverse effects on the labour market 
of the economic crisis, and assessed 
the effectiveness and equitability of 
the measures taken. It shows that, 
although a variety of measures have 
been implemented by the Member 
States, some measures, such as 
STWA, have been more prominent 
than others, such as public sector 
employment creation. Moreover, 
due to their specific nature, meas-
ures such as STWA have been more 
effective in the initial phase of the 
downturn while others, such as the 
use of temporary subsidies (particu-
larly those targeted at encouraging 
hiring) appear to be more appropri-
ate in the recovery phase since they 
help to speed up job creation when 
production rebounds.
If STWA avoid redundancies, they 
can save firing and (re)hiring costs 
for firms, prevent the loss of firm-
specific human capital, and enhance 
workers’ employability and security 
by providing them with a (tem-
porary) guarantee of income secu-
rity, even if the reduced number 
of hours worked leads to a rela-
tive pay cut. On the other hand, 
these arrangements also pose the 
risks that enterprises become over-
staffed, necessary restructuring is 
delayed, workers lose the incentive 
to upgrade their skills, deadweight 
losses accumulate, and funds get 
diverted from productive purposes 
such as training. In order to limit 
such risks, the analysis suggests that 
arrangements should apply only to 
companies with strong business fun-
damentals, that the duration and 
eligibility criteria should be subject 
to regular review, and employees 
should be given appropriate train-
ing to enhance their employability. 
Temporary wage subsidies have a 
rather limited impact on aggregate 
employment levels but, if targeted 
at workers at the margin of the 
labour market, these measures may 
strengthen social cohesion. Similarly, 
reductions in social contributions tar-
geted at disadvantaged workers may 
increase employment amongst this 
group. In all cases, however, the 
socio-economic gains of these meas-
ures have to be weighted against the 
fiscal burden they incur. 
The creation of temporary jobs in the 
public sector has been less developed 
but has been targeted at specific 
vulnerable groups. The effectiveness 
of such measures is generally seen 
to be limited owing to high risks of 
adverse impacts on labour supply in 
the private sector, but they could 
be strengthened by providing the 
employees with adequate training 
opportunities and with incentives to 
search for work in the private sector. 
Measures to upgrade skills and 
improve job matching have also been 
implemented. The public employ-
ment services have intensified the 
provision of information, placement 
and active support services, espe-
cially for young unemployed people. 
Member States where unemploy-
ment is expected to continue to rise 
are being encouraged to increase 
the capacities of their PES in order to 
match the provision of high-quality 
job-matching services with actions 
to promote intensification of job 
seeking.
As the prospects for economic recov-
ery strengthen, most Member States 
have signalled that they will with-
draw the crisis-related labour market 
measures by the end of 2010 or early 
2011. In this situation, the evidence 
suggests that the gradual phasing 
out of the labour market recovery 
measures should be accompanied by 
a strengthening of activation, train-
ing and other flexicurity policies in 
order to facilitate job reallocation.Chapter 2  On the path to recovery: a review of labour market measures
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As the economic downturn has also 
highlighted some structural labour 
market problems, this suggests that 
the focus of employment policies 
could be positively re-orientated in 
order to reduce structural unem-
ployment, improve skill formation, 
strengthen social inclusion and 
reduce poverty. 
EMPLOYMENT POLICY  7. 
ACTIONS BEYOND 2010
The overall objective of EU labour 
market policies is not to return to 
the modest employment levels of the 
pre-crisis period, when the overall 
average employment rate peaked 
at a moderate 66%, with only 59% 
of women of working age, and 46% 
of older workers (55-64) in work. 
Rather the objective is to attain the 
high levels of employment and social 
cohesion that characterise a smart, 
sustainable and inclusive economy. 
In this perspective, it is clearly appro-
priate to envisage a gradual phas-
ing out of most of the crisis-related 
employment measures and a pro-
gressive strengthening of labour 
market policies that reduce structural 
unemployment rates, increase labour 
participation, strengthen the re-allo-
cation of labour towards a smart, sus-
tainable and inclusive economy, and 
promote social cohesion by targeting 
specific groups of workers. 
A coordinated approach across 
Europe, with the active involvement 
of social partners, is seen as essential 
for reaching these objectives.
Phasing out crisis- 7.1. 
related labour market 
measures
Although the Member States differ 
from each other in terms of the 
constraints and initial conditions 
they face, and although labour 
market policies are only part of a 
more comprehensive policy pack-
age that bolsters potential growth 
and employment, improves com-
petitiveness and supports fiscal 
consolidation (48), some gener-
al principles can be formulated 
regarding the phasing out of the 
crisis-related labour market meas-
ures and the phasing in of struc-
tural labour market measures. 
Firstly, a distinction can be made 
between labour market measures 
that have to be phased out gradually 
once the recovery is secured, such 
as short-time working arrangements, 
and measures that, due to their posi-
tive impact on the structural work-
ing of the labour market, should be 
maintained and reinforced, such as 
cuts in labour costs, increases in train-
ing, activation and other flexicurity 
policies that facilitate job reallocation 
and the re-skilling of workers (49). 
Secondly, the risks associated with 
the timing of the phasing out of 
the labour market measures should 
not be under-estimated. Too early 
a withdrawal may undermine con-
fidence and thus depress aggregate 
demand with consequent knock-on 
effects on companies. Too late a 
withdrawal on the other hand, may 
delay the necessary structural adjust-
ments, cause significant hysteresis 
effects in the labour market, and 
contribute a significant additional 
burden to the public finances. 
Thirdly, the phasing out should reflect 
the situation and constraints of the 
Member States, with the Member 
States that have advanced furthest 
in their recovery able to move faster 
than the Member States where the 
recovery is still to come and where 
unemployment is expected to contin-
ue to increase – provided, of course, 
the fiscal position allows it.  
Fourthly, as the fiscal constraints 
intensified during the course of the 
crisis, it became ever more important 
to improve the cost-effectiveness of 
labour market measures by strength-
ening their targeting and timing.
48) (   See European Commission (2009d).
49) (   See Council of the European Union 
(2010).
Fifthly, due consideration also needs 
to be given to the social dimension 
of the exit strategy, including the 
central issue of gender equality as 
part of the foundation to strength-
en growth, employment and social 
cohesion in the long term (50). In any 
case, particular attention needs to 
be paid to differences in employ-
ment patterns between women and 
men: sector and occupational seg-
regation, the greater presence of 
women in part-time jobs and in the 
public sector, and the lower numbers 
of women in self-employment. In 
this respect it should be noted that, 
due to their high concentration in 
the public sector, women could be 
disproportionately affected by job 
losses when budgetary spending is 
cut as part of fiscal consolidation (51).
Reduce structural  7.2. 
unemployment and 
increase labour market 
participation
During the economic downturn, 
unemployment rates rose significant-
ly in most Member States. Although 
these increases were primarily cycli-
cal, the crisis carries significant risks 
for further increases in the structural 
unemployment rate due to hysteresis 
effects (see Box 10).
In order to avoid that unemployed 
people become long-term unem-
ployed once the economy recovers, it 
is recommended that policy reforms 
develop along flexicurity lines by 
strengthening active labour market 
policies, promoting life-long learn-
ing, and modernising labour laws as 
well as social security systems. 
Moreover, temporary measures such 
as the crisis-related increases in the 
level and duration of unemploy-
ment benefits need to be scaled-
down once the recovery gathers 
momentum in order to strengthen 
the incentives to search for a job. 
50) (   See for instance Smith and Bettio (2008) 
and Löfström (2009).
51) (   See European Commission (2010b).EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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This phasing out should be accom-
panied, however, by a strengthening 
of activation and training policies 
so that the adjustment costs can 
be tempered, and should be made 
conditional upon the developments 
in overall economic activity. In any 
case, activation and training policies 
should aim at reducing long-term 
welfare benefit dependency and 
equip the workforce with the skills 
required for new jobs so as to facili-
tate the transition to areas of grow-
ing activity. 
Preventing such hysteresis effects will 
not be sufficient to promote strong 
employment growth when the econ-
omy recovers. Indeed, as a signifi-
cant number of Member States have 
made extensive use of short time 
working arrangements during the 
downturn, it is to be expected that, 
when the economy recovers, a sig-
nificant part of the increases in effec-
tive labour demand will be met by 
adjustments in the stock of hoarded 
labour. To temper the impact of this 
on employment opportunities for the 
unemployed, targeting employees at 
the margin of the labour market 
with, for example, temporary wage 
subsidies and cuts in non-wage costs, 
might be considered. 
Alongside the problem of contain-
ing rises in unemployment, is the 
challenge of increasing the supply 
of labour overall. So far, the effects 
of the crisis in reducing total labour 
supply have been rather modest. 
However there are important feed-
backs between the levels of unem-
ployment and employment -as high 
unemployment rates persist, some of 
the unemployed get discouraged and 
leave the labour force. Moreover, 
as unemployment increases, other 
people get discouraged and do not 
enter the labour market at all. 
Policies to support increases in labour 
force participation include making 
work pay policies, promoting active 
ageing, gender equality and labour 
market integration of young people, 
disabled, migrants and other vulner-
able groups. 
Finally, it should also be noted that, 
as firms remain uncertain about the 
sustainability of the recovery and 
liquidity constraints continue to pre-
vail, the use of temporary work con-
tracts is likely to remain significant, 
despite the weaknesses associated 
with them, as described in detail in 
Chapter 3. This may then limit the 
productivity growth potential during 
and after the recovery as tempo-
rary contracts are usually associated 
with limited training opportunities 
for workers.
All in all, setting the conditions 
that can limit any further increase 
in structural unemployment may 
strengthen the recovery as it will 
have a positive effect on aggregate 
demand through higher consumer 
confidence, thereby reinforcing the 
increase in employment. 
Support specific  7.3. 
groups of employees
Several groups of workers could be 
targeted in order to attract and main-
tain more people in employment and 
promote social inclusion.  
Older workers 7.3.1. 
If employment levels of older work-
ers are to maintained or increased, 
there is a need to keep them close 
to the labour market, and avoid 
measures that may alleviate their 
unemployment in the short run, 
but which compromise their poten-
tial employment in the longer run, 
such as early retirement or easier 
access to long-term sickness or dis-
ability schemes which are difficult to 
reverse. This requires better employ-
ment opportunities for older work-
ers, supporting their skills’ upgrading 
and improving incentives to continue 
working through the reform of pen-
sion systems.  
Women 7.3.2. 
In order to improve and increase the 
integration of women into the labour 
market, the balance between work 
and private life should be improved. 
Box 10: Hysteresis effects in labour markets
A central thesis of classical economic theory (1) is that the structural unemployment rate (or 
‘natural rate of unemployment’) is solely determined by supply factors, such as minimum 
wages, the tax wedge, the user cost of capital, employment protection laws, barriers to 
labour mobility, product market competition and frictions in matching the unemployed with 
job vacancies, and not by demand. When the unemployment rate is higher than the struc-
tural unemployment rate, wages will decrease so that labour demand increases and unem-
ployment decreases. This wage adjustment will occur until unemployment has returned to 
its structural level (see Layard et al. 2005).
Ball (2009) is one of those who reject the hypothesis that the natural rate of unemployment 
is independent of the level of aggregate demand, and argues that hysteresis effects may 
be operating in times of economic downturn in ways that prevent unemployment returning 
to its initial structural rate. Indeed, when unemployment is above its initial structural level, 
wages will decrease but they will decrease by less than in the case of the neo-classical 
model. This is due to the fact that, when workers become unemployed their disconnec-
tion from work produces a diminution and degeneration of their skills, a reduction in their 
motivation to search for a job and a general social stigmatisation. As a result, there will be 
less downward pressure on wages than there would otherwise be (as above) causing the 
unemployment rate to settle at a new but higher rate than predicted by the model without 
hysteresis effects. 
In this context, Furceri and Mourougane (2009) identify institutional factors such as Employ-
ment Protection Legislation, average replacement ratio and product market regulation as 
important determinants of the adjustment pattern in the aftermath of a downturn.
1)  See for instance Friedman (1968).  (Chapter 2  On the path to recovery: a review of labour market measures
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This can be achieved through a varie-
ty of measures, including better child 
care provision, more flexible working 
arrangements, tax credits for women 
returning to work, better parental 
leave regulation, better protection 
against dismissal for women on 
maternity leave, more employment 
friendly income taxation for second 
earners in a household, support serv-
ices to encourage re-entry into the 
labour market for women who have 
taken career breaks to raise a family 
and better balancing of roles of part-
ners in households (52). 
Here it should also be noted that 
the different sectoral concentration 
of male and female employment 
has generated a more pronounced 
decline in male employees than in 
female employees. (53) Nevertheless, 
it is to be expected that, when 
the economy recovers, growth in 
the male dominated sectors, such 
as construction and manufactur-
ing, will outstrip growth in female 
dominated sectors such as public 
sector, health, education and the 
social sector, as these sectors will 
be more affected by the upcoming 
fiscal tightening.   
Youth 7.3.3. 
The employment prospects of young 
people, especially of those not in 
employment, education or train-
ing, could be enhanced by improv-
ing vocational education and 
training, apprenticeships, reducing 
early school leaving, promoting geo-
graphical mobility, improving job 
matching, targeting employment 
subsidies and supporting young 
entrepreneurs. Special attention 
could be given to school drop-outs 
by giving them access to appropriate 
active labour market policies, such 
as job-search assistance and train-
ing. In exchange for income support, 
young jobseekers could be required 
to search actively for jobs and be 
given opportunities to participate in 
52) (   See Morley (2010).
53) (   See Section 3 of Chapter 1 in this report.
job-placement activities and in train-
ing programmes. 
People on   7.3.4. 
non-standard contracts
Labour market segmentation remains 
a structural challenge in several 
Member States (54). Such segmenta-
tion is harmful and inefficient as it 
carries the risk of making jobs more 
precarious, damaging sustainable 
integration into the labour market 
and limiting the accumulation   
of skills. 
Policies based upon flexicurity prin-
ciples, in which the role of the 
social partners is appropriately rec-
ognised, constitute an important 
part of the strategy to make labour 
markets more inclusive by better 
aligning working conditions for 
workers on temporary and perma-
nent contracts by simultaneously 
enhancing the flexibility of stand-
ard contracts and the security of 
non-standard contracts.
Jobless people  7.3.5. 
Joblessness and in-work poverty (55) 
are some of the key drivers of social 
exclusion and poverty. It is important 
to continue to focus on the people 
at the margin of the labour market 
who, especially in times of crisis, 
experience significant difficulty in 
obtaining and retaining a good job. 
Several employment policies con-
tribute to the promotion of social 
cohesion and exclusion of poverty, 
provided they are well co-ordinat-
ed with other economic and social 
policies. Such employment poli-
cies include the strengthening of 
job search assistance, training and 
education, temporary public sector 
employment creation, temporary 
54) (   For a more detailed analysis of the 
labour market segmentation issues with 
a special emphasis on youth employ-
ment, see Chapter 3 of this report.
55) (   Such as recurrent unemployment, invol-
untary part-time or seasonal work, and 
low wages.
hiring subsidies, supporting start-ups 
in self-employment by the unem-
ployed, reducing employers’ costs of 
hiring, reinforcing gender equality, 
and making work pay (56). 
Nevertheless, the risks of deadweight 
costs and substitution effects for 
these measures are high, and they 
are only likely to be effective if 
they lead to an early decision by an 
employer to hire or maintain staff. 
Despite the tight fiscal constraints in 
some Member States, it should also 
be recognised that the expenditure 
on ALMP could be increased as its 
potential return is still high, with the 
possibility to expand tax bases that can 
generate additional tax revenue which 
outweighs increases in fiscal outlays. 
Invest in skills  7.4. 
upgrading and 
strengthen labour 
market matching
Key drivers to develop a skilled 
workforce include the strengthen-
ing of training and education (57) tar-
geted at future labour market needs 
so as to increase the learning mobil-
ity of young people and teachers 
while at the same time promoting 
56) (   More particularly, the Europe 2020 strat-
egy foresees in its Flagship Initiative: 
“European Platform against Poverty” 
inter alia the design and implementa-
tion of programmes to promote social 
innovation for the most vulnerable, 
in particular by providing innovative 
education, training, and employment 
opportunities for deprived communities, 
to fight discrimination (e.g. against the 
disabled), and to develop a new agenda 
for migrants’ integration to enable them 
to take full advantage of their poten-
tial, and has the Member States define 
and implement measures addressing the 
specific circumstances of groups at par-
ticular risk (such as one-parent families, 
elderly women, minorities, Roma, people 
with a disability and the homeless) . See 
http://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COM-
PLET%20EN%20BARROSO%20%20%20
007%20-%20Europe%202020%20-%20
EN%20version.pdf for more details on 
the Europe 2020 strategy.
57) (   I.e. covering all sectors from early child-
hood education and schools through to 
higher education, vocational education 
and training, as well as adult training.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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measures that increase incentives to 
participate in these schemes. Efforts 
to support those with low skills 
and increasing the employability of 
older workers should be at the core 
of such policies. 
Given the uncertainty associated 
with future skill needs, it could also 
be appropriate to promote more 
general training and longer cours-
es rather than very specific train-
ing until the economy fully recovers 
(OECD (2009). 
Better labour market matching 
requires the introduction of new 
training paths that meet the future 
demands posed by an ageing popula-
tion, globalisation, economic green-
ing, and technological progress, and 
the introduction of measures that 
improve the occupational, secto-
ral and geographic mobility of the 
workforce. 
The certification of qualification 
levels could be promoted as a useful 
instrument for increasing the mobil-
ity of workers. If a worker is laid 
off, part of the value the previous 
employer put on their experience and 
skill levels is liable to be lost, while a 
new prospective employer may have 
difficulties assessing the value of 
the applicant’s experience and skills. 
The same holds for (PES provided) 
training activities; their value will be 
clearer when a recognised comple-
tion certificate is provided.
CONCLUSIONS 8. 
Following the onset of the down-
turn, policy makers in the Member 
States of the European Union took 
a variety of decisions to introduce 
new labour market policies, or to 
modify or strengthen existing ones 
in order to maintain employment, 
create jobs, upgrade skills, increase 
access to employment, and support 
households. 
A major concern of the EU and its 
Member States was to develop the 
policy responses in ways that did not 
compromise the long-term employ-
ment and growth potential. As such, 
labour market policies were designed 
to be implemented in a temporary, 
timely, targeted, fair and co-ordinat-
ed way, and in line with flexicurity 
principles as well as with the country-
specific recommendations for growth 
and jobs identified under the Lisbon 
Strategy. Taking these criteria into 
account, the main conclusions of the 
assessment of the crisis-related meas-
ures are as follows. 
Most measures are expected to 
expire by the end of 2010 – or later 
if the recovery is slower than pro-
jected. However, measures such as 
hiring subsidies, job-search assist-
ance and training are expected to 
continue during the early phase of 
the recovery which may well carry 
on until the end of 2011, as their 
effectiveness reaches its full poten-
tial in this phase. However, it should 
also be noted that maintaining the 
arrangements for too long poses 
the risk that necessary restructuring 
is delayed, enterprises become over-
staffed, workers lose the incentive 
to upgrade their skills, deadweight 
losses accumulate, and funds are 
diverted from other useful purposes 
such as training. 
When assessing the timeliness of the 
crisis-related measures, a distinction 
has to be made between, on the one 
hand, measures that are more effec-
tive at the beginning of the crisis 
than at the end-phase, such as short-
time working arrangements, and, on 
the other hand, measures that have 
greatest impact if they are imple-
mented when the economy starts to 
recover, such as wage subsidies. Nev-
ertheless, some measures maintain 
their effectiveness irrespective of the 
stage of the recovery, such as job 
search assistance and training.
By targeting people at the margins 
of the labour market, the effective-
ness and fairness of the crisis-related 
labour market measures are often 
strengthened. For instance, in order 
to minimise the fiscal cost and max-
imise their fairness, hiring subsidies 
were targeted at specific groups at 
the margin of the labour market. 
Nevertheless, although there are 
strong indications that the various 
crisis-related labour market meas-
ures had a positive impact on the 
variability of employment during 
the economic crisis, it is too early 
to determine whether employment 
saved by these measures will endure 
once the crisis recedes.
Given the socio-economic complex-
ity of the issue, it should be clear 
that EU-wide mutual learning, the 
exchange of good practice and a 
constructive dialogue with social 
partners should form the main driv-
ing forces for strengthening the 
effectiveness and equitability of the 
recovery measures. 
Finally, the phasing out of the crisis-
related measures should take into 
due consideration the concrete situ-
ation and constraints of the Member 
States and be complemented by the 
phasing in of structural measures 
that are aimed at reducing structural 
unemployment, increasing labour 
market participation, developing a 
skilled workforce, promoting social 
inclusion and combating poverty.Chapter 2  On the path to recovery: a review of labour market measures
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ANNEX 1 : RECIPIENTS OF SHORT-TIME WORKING ALLOWANCE: STOCKS OR FLOWS
Chart 11: Stock of recipients of short-time working allowance, Austria, Jan 08–Dec-09
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Source: Eurostat, LMP database; BMASK.
Chart 12: Stock of recipients of partial unemployment benefits, Belgium, 1997–Jul-09
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Chart 13: Stock of recipients of short-term working benefits, Bulgaria, Apr-09-Feb-10
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Chart 14: Stock of recipients of adjusted unemployment allowances as partial unemployment benefit, Finland, 1998–Jun-09
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Chart 15: Stock of persons in short-time working arrangements: temporary lay-off or partial unemployment, France, 
2003Q1-2009Q4
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Chart 16: Stock of recipients of short-time working allowance caused by the conjuncture, Germany, 1997–Dec-09
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Chart 17: Stock of recipients of unemployment allowance under systematic short time working, Ireland, Jan-08–Feb-10
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Source: Eurostat; LMP database;Irish Department of Enterprise, Trade and Innovation.
Chart 18: Stock of recipients of short-time working allowances, Portugal, Jan-07–Aug-09
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Chart 19: Number of entrants for the temporary provision of a wage supplement in the case of reduced working hours,  
The Czech Republic, Nov-08–Jan 10
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Chart 20: New recipients of (entrants) of partial unemployment benefits scheme (LMP: LU-1), Luxembourg, 1998–Jun-09
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Chart 21: Reduced working hours authorised and covered by partial unemployment schemes, Italy, Jan-08–Sep-09
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Source: Eurostat, LMP database; INPS - National Social Security Institute, Italy.
Chart 22: Cumulative number of recipients of temporarily reduced working time benefits (Werktijdverkorting),  
the Netherlands, Dec-08–Sep-09
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Chart 23: New recipients (entrants) of temporary suspension of employment, Romania, Mar 09–Dec 09
0
20 000
40 000
60 000
80 000
100 000
120 000
Dec-09 Nov-09 Oct-09 Sep-09 Aug-09 Jul-09 Jun-09 May-09 Apr-09 Mar-09
Source: NIS - collected from administrative data sources.
Chart 24: New recipients (entrants) of reduced working hours benefit, Slovakia, Mar-09–Mar-10
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Chart 25: New recipients of partial unemployment benefits, Spain, 1999–Jan 10
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ANNEX 2:  
THE EU COMMISSION’S 
LABOUR MARKET MODEL 
(LMM) (58)
Background 1. 
LMM is a dynamic computable 
general equilibrium model provid-
ing an in-depth description of the 
labour market, i.e. it is an eco-
nomic model that is developed from 
microeconomic fundamentals and 
uses actual economic data to assess 
how an economy might react to 
changes in labour market policies or 
other external factors. Those labour 
market policies may include changes 
in direct and indirect taxes, lump 
sum transfers, ALMP, training sub-
sidies, employment protection leg-
islation (including firing costs) and 
direct (financial) support to people 
on a low income. 
Other Commission models have a 
different focus and are therefore 
largely complementary to LMM. The 
Quest III model of DG ECFIN covers 
the Euro Area as an open-economy 
(as a counterpart to the US) and is 
designed to demonstrate the impact 
of fiscal and monetary policy. Its par-
ticular focus is the production sector 
and foreign trade. In the context of 
the MODELS project, the GEM-E3 
was further developed with particu-
lar focus on the energy sector and 
the environment, while WorldScan 
was developed to analyse long-term 
issues in the world economy such 
as globalisation, ageing, the deple-
tion of energy sources and the emis-
sion of greenhouse gasses. It covers 
labour market policies only to a lim-
ited extent (e.g. unemployment rates 
are exogenous).
58) (   More technical deatils about LMM are 
available at http://ec.europa.eu/social/
main.jsp?langId=en&catId=89&newsId=6
53&furtherNews=yes
An outline of LMM 2. 
General Microeconomic  2.1. 
Framework
LMM explains optimal behaviour of 
the actors involved: workers, firms 
and the retired. Given their limited 
resources and within a detailed institu-
tional setting, households decide upon 
how best to allocate consumption, 
whether to participate in the labour 
market, the intensity of job search in 
case of unemployment, the choice of 
education at the beginning of their 
career and training level during their 
active life, the extent to which labour 
is supplied, and retirement, when 
eligible. Company decisions include 
whether to deepen capital, to offer 
vacancies or to dismiss staff. Any deci-
sions are made in order to optimise 
individual utility over the life-cycle or 
to maximise the firm’s value. Section 
4 below outlines in more detail the 
decisions made and the deliberations 
behind those decisions. It is important 
to understand the structure of the 
decisions as they largely determine 
the model’s outcome in terms of the 
labour market variables (e.g. produc-
tivity and growth, employment levels, 
unemployment).
Household behaviour and labour 
market variables are modelled by 
age group. Four out of eight age 
groups are of working age, three are 
considered retired and one is a mixed 
age group including people of work-
ing age but eligible to retire. Hence, 
agents in this “mixed” group have 
to decide upon the optimal retire-
ment age. Significantly, there are 
also three skills groups. At the begin-
ning of their working lives, agents 
once and for all decide on their opti-
mal skill levels. Higher skills prom-
ise higher earnings but reaching a 
higher skill group is associated with 
a higher educational cost and fore-
gone earnings while in education. In 
production, higher skills mean higher 
productivity and a higher degree of 
complementarity to capital. 
Distinctive features   2.2. 
of LMM
A variety of labour market policy 
measures can be simulated as LMM 
incorporates many structural policy 
parameters and institutional settings 
which explicitly co-determine individ-
ual decision making as regards labour 
market behaviour. Those parameters 
and institutions include:
The levels and structure of taxes  UÊ
(tax progression, indirect vs. direct 
taxation) and social contributions 
as a determinant of labour cost;
Special subsidies and taxes  UÊ
designed to provide incentives 
to both companies and workers. 
Among these are: employment 
subsidies, firing taxes, taxes on 
severance payments, support for 
training and school education, 
childcare support, profit taxes and 
taxes on capital stock;
The benefit schemes cover:  UÊ
lump sum and income depend- * 
ent unemployment benefits 
constituting workers’ fallback 
position in the wage bargaining 
process;
lump sum and income-dependent  * 
PAYG pension benefits including 
both disability and old-age pen-
sions. Pension discounts/surpluses 
are applied depending on when 
one decides to retire in relation 
to the statutory retirement age;
social assistance payments to  * 
workers, unemployed and inac-
tive individuals.
The model allows for human capi- UÊ
tal to depreciate over time, or 
for employees to improve their 
on-the-job productivity. Howev-
er, worker productivity can be 
updated by individual or firm-
sponsored training. Firms decide 
endogenously on the optimal 
amount of firm-sponsored train-
ing - depending on the implied 
increase of labour productivity and EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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the costs associated with training. 
Training of the employed increas-
es their productivity, training of 
the unemployed increases their 
probability of finding a job. How-
ever, as educational skills levels 
are determined at the beginning 
of workers’ career, training may 
not alter this;
The cost and the effect of school  UÊ
education which determines the 
skills level on the basis of a decision 
made at the very beginning of an 
individual’s career. The incentive 
system also includes scholarships 
for students. As labour markets 
do not clear immediately, expec-
tations about future employment 
opportunities are an important 
factor affecting decisions on edu-
cation;
The strictness of employment pro- UÊ
tection legislation covering firing 
costs includes severance payments 
(i.e. payments from firms to work-
ers), firing taxes (i.e. payments 
from firms to the government) and 
administrative costs (such as law 
suits, etc.);
The wage bargaining process  UÊ
reflecting the relative power of 
workers and firms in that process 
when sharing efficiency gains;
A restriction concerning the match- UÊ
ing of labour supply and demand. 
The matching restriction makes 
employment partly a stochastic 
process. From the demand side, 
only part of the vacancies offered 
by firms can be filled. From the 
supply side, not everyone actively 
searching for a new job will find a 
match. Matching success depends 
on the labour market situation, 
i.e., on the number of vacancies 
per search unit.
Scope and  3. 
limitations of LMM
The model is designed for compara-
tive analysis. After the introduction 
of a policy measure as an “ exogenous 
shock”, it is possible to observe 
how various labour market vari-
ables develop against the baseline 
scenario, i.e., the situation before 
the measure was introduced. Vari-
ables that can be modelled include 
the employment levels and unem-
ployment rates across different age 
and skill groups, real wages, labour 
productivity, etc. It is also possible to 
plot the new long-term equilibrium 
against the initial steady state (com-
parative statics) or to observe how 
the relevant variables develop over 
time in temporary (short-term) equi-
libria against the baseline scenario 
(comparative dynamics).
The model allows for the calcula-
tion of medium-term deviations from 
the long-term steady state due to a 
number of imperfections captured by 
the model. For example:
For physical investment, there is an  UÊ
installation cost which means that 
the capital stock does not adapt 
immediately but adjusts gradually 
to its optimum level after exter-
nal policy measures influencing the 
capital costs. The same principle 
holds true for human capital accu-
mulation which is also associated 
to costs. 
Wage bargaining is a stochas- UÊ
tic process from an individual 
perspective. That is, though 
wages are flexible, wage adjust-
ments may not clear markets (as 
assumed in neoclassical models) 
and there is scope for equilib-
rium unemployment. That is, if 
offered by companies, not all 
vacancies will be filled and only 
some of those who search for a 
job will actually find a match - 
both depending on how many 
vacancies are available in rela-
tion to people searching for a job 
(matching restrictions). If there is 
a match then workers and firms 
agree upon the wage. The result-
ing wage depends on the respec-
tive fall-back positions (from 
worker’s perspective, this is the 
unemployment benefit than can 
be expected when not working).
The model cannot be considered 
a forecasting tool in the sense of 
estimating/predicting the values of 
  certain variables at certain specific 
future times under unknown situ-
ations. Moreover, the model is less 
suited to capture short-term dynam-
ics of the business cycle. In contrast 
to QUEST, for example, LMM works 
with annual rather than quarterly 
data. It describes the transmission 
process from one initial long-term 
steady state equilibrium to another in 
response to an impulse from a given 
policy measure.
Main behavioural  4. 
patterns (optimisation)
The model’s labour market out-
come depends on the behaviour 
of the main actors involved. Those 
are workers (including those eligi-
ble to retire) as suppliers of labour, 
the firms from the demand side, 
and retired people. It is assumed 
that actors maximise their individual 
utility so as to decide, for exam-
ple, whether to consume now or 
tomorrow (i.e., to save assets today), 
whether to supply or demand units 
of labour, or whether to invest in 
training and education. All these 
activities potentially augment indi-
vidual welfare from different per-
spectives but are associated with 
costs and/or disutility. Therefore, 
for all their activities, actors weigh 
the associated costs against poten-
tial gain. A permanent optimisation 
problem is the model’s main driving 
force when producing its outcome 
in terms of labour market perform-
ance. The issue is: what are the deci-
sions to be made by the different 
actors?
Workers and mixed  4.1. 
group
Optimally choose 
What skill level to acquire at the  1. 
beginning of their career,
Hours to be worked, 2. Chapter 2  On the path to recovery: a review of labour market measures
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Job search effort, 3. 
Labour participation, 4. 
Time investment into training, 5. 
Inter-temporal allocation of con- 6. 
sumption (and savings) given time 
preference and wealth in the cur-
rent period,
so as to maximise their welfare. 
Acquiring the incremental edu- 1. 
cation in order to obtain the next 
skill level (youngest agents’ skill 
choice):
increases lifetime utility of    +
skills because of higher earn-
ings,
induces an incremental educa-   –
tional cost,
leads to foregone earnings    –
while in education.
Supplying another hour of work  2. 
(if job matched):
increases income over (net)    +
wages,
effective tax rate is reduced by:   +
higher unemployment com-   +
pensation,
higher pension entitle-   +
ments,
extra severance payment in    +
case of separation,
but implies disutility of ‘going    –
to work’.
Supplying another search unit  3. 
to find a job (if matching is suc-
cessful): 
increases income over higher    +
employment,
increases future income over    +
higher productivity (only the 
employed do job train),
increases pension entitlement,   +
leads to entitlement to further    +
severance payments, but:
induces effort costs,   –
foregoes home production,   –
foregoes drawing on unem-   –
ployment benefits and 
lump-sum transfers.
Going for higher participation: 4. 
provides additional (net) labour    +
income if employed,
leads to entitlement to unem-   +
ployment benefits if unem-
ployed,
leads to entitlement to sev-   +
erance payment if fired   
again,
increases possible future    +
income over higher produc-
tivity,
induces effort costs:    –
search for work,   –
go to work,   –
go to training,   –
foregoes (net) social benefits    –
otherwise received,
forgoes income from possible    –
home production.
In addition, the mixed group (eligible 
for retirement) decides about their 
optimal retirement age.
Postponing retirement, in addition 
to (3) above:
will lead to (actuarial) sur-   +
charges or lower discount on 
pensions [-> Gruber/Wise],
will cause actors to forgo (net)    –
pension benefits otherwise 
received.
Spending more time on training: 5. 
potentially increases future    +
income through higher pro-
ductivity,
induces an effort cost.   –
Consumption today: 6. 
will produce additional utility    +
today,
will come at the expense of    –
tomorrow’s consumption given 
asset stocks.
Pensioners 4.2. 
Optimally choose their inter-tempo-
ral allocation of consumption on the 
basis of time preference and wealth 
given in the current period (see 5. 
above).
Firms 4.3. 
Firms optimally chose labour 
demand and the level of invest-
ment (into physical capital). They 
decide on:
Vacancies, 1. 
Retention (whether to keep a  2. 
person once recruited),
Investment in firm-sponsored  3. 
training,
Physical investment. 4. 
Posting another vacancy: 1. 
directly adds to the firm’s value    +
by generating labour produc-
tivity;
qualifies the firm for employ-   +
ment subsidies- induces labour 
costs (wages, employer’s social 
contributions),
induces costs for firm-spon-   –
sored training (if any) net of 
subsidies,EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
116
induces firing costs if worker is    –
fired again,
induces managerial costs asso-   –
ciated to employment.
Keeping a worker: 2. 
directly adds to the firm’s value    +
by generating labour produc-
tivity,
avoids application of firing    +
costs,
qualifies the firm for employ-   +
ment subsidies, 
induces labour costs (wages,    –
employer’s social contributions),
induces cost for firm-spon-   –
sored training (if any) net of 
subsidies.
Offering firm-sponsored training: 3. 
supplements higher productivi-   +
ty (generating additional value 
over increased output),
qualifies the firm for training    +
subsidies,
will generate training costs,   –
leads to higher wage costs    –
(higher productivity, higher 
output -> higher employment),
leads to higher potential firing    –
costs.
Investing in physical capital: 4. 
leads to dividends (yield from the    +
investment net of profit taxes),
qualifies the firm for subsidies    +
(net of taxes),
leads to adjustment costs    –
(beyond steady state).117
INTRODUCTION 1. 
Over past decades, a number of Mem-
ber States have registered a large rise 
in temporary or fixed-term employ-
ment. This was mainly the result of 
reforms of employment protection 
legislation introducing flexibility ‘at 
the margin’ i.e. substantially deregu-
lating the use of temporary con-
tracts while maintaining stringent 
firing rules on permanent contracts. 
As regards the size or magnitude 
of reforms, marginal as opposed to 
discrete (1) ones prevailed. Although 
being relatively small in size, they 
were paramount in increasing labour 
market flexibility.  
High and persistent unemployment 
rates during the 1980s and 1990s 
in several (continental) EU Member 
States were often blamed on exces-
sively stringent firing legislation, 
leading to widespread calls from 
both academics and international 
organisations for greater labour 
market flexibility. However, as open-
ended contracts represented the nor-
mal form of employment, political 
economy considerations prevented 
governments from loosening regula-
tions, leaving them with the alterna-
tive option of largely liberalising the 
use of temporary contracts, which 
had been previously confined largely 
to seasonal jobs or other genuinely 
temporary tasks.
1)  I.e. representing large changes in  (
  regulations.
Following such reforms, temporary 
contracts were increasingly used by 
firms as a hiring tool, often resulting 
in an initial rise in overall employ-
ment levels. However, concerns over a 
number of ‘perverse’ effects of large-
scale use of temporary contracts have 
rapidly emerged, essentially associat-
ed to the emergence of dual (or seg-
mented) labour markets: one for per-
manent employees (or ‘insiders’), who 
can look forward to a life of continu-
ous employment and careers offering 
promotion and rising incomes, and 
another for temporary employees (or 
‘outsiders’), living in a precarious situ-
ation and at risk of frequent spells of 
unemployment with poor prospects 
of career advancement. 
Labour market segmentation affects 
predominately young and low-skilled 
workers, particularly during econom-
ic downturns. The high incidence 
of temporary work for these two 
groups can put them in a relative-
ly precarious situation, not only in 
terms of employment security, but 
also in terms of income security, 
because of the limited access of tem-
porary workers to social security ben-
efits in general, and unemployment 
insurance in particular.  
Whereas the liberalisation of tempo-
rary contracts had boosted hiring and 
job creation, most of those contracts 
were not transformed, at the contracts’ 
expiry, into open-ended ones, lead-
ing to reduced transition rates from 
temporary to permanent employment. 
Hence, many observers highlight that 
in segmented labour markets, tempo-
rary work is often used by firms as a 
cheaper means of production, taking 
advantage of the large regulatory gap 
to permanent contracts, rather than as 
a tool for ‘screening’ the productivity/
adequacy of new recruits. 
This is reflected in lower wages and 
training provision for temporary 
workers than for permanent workers 
regardless of similarities in their char-
acteristics and job tasks. Moreover, 
the use of temporary contracts affects 
a disproportionate amount of young 
workers, as temporary jobs are increas-
ingly used as a ‘port of entry’ into the 
labour market for young people who 
have finished their initial education. 
Labour market duality can be a partic-
ularly serious problem for young peo-
ple, as a precarious start in the world 
of work is likely to have a long-lasting 
negative impact on future employ-
ment and earnings prospects. 
The recent recession has highlighted 
other major shortcomings of labour 
market duality as temporary workers 
in general, and the young in par-
ticular, have been particularly hard hit 
in a number of Member States (e.g. 
Spain, France). They have borne the 
brunt of the reduction in employment, 
essentially as a counter-part to the 
expansion of temporary work in those 
countries during previous years as a 
result of ‘partial’ or ‘two-tier’ reforms 
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of EPL. Overall, large-scale use of tem-
porary contracts within segmented 
labour markets seems to increase the 
cyclical volatility of employment, while 
the initial rise in employment levels as 
a result of two-tier EPL reforms gradu-
ally withers away, particularly during 
economic downturns.
Concerns over adverse effects of 
labour market segmentation are not 
new. The EU has already responded 
in 2006-2007 by putting forward the 
flexicurity approach as the right pol-
icy “recipe”, inter alia, to counteract 
segmentation (2). A flexicurity reform 
strategy aims to correct situations 
characterised by unbalanced distribu-
tion of flexibility needs across differ-
ent groups of workers leading to an 
undesirable reduction in the labour 
market security of some of them.
However, the disproportionate impact 
of the “great recession” on temporary 
(and young) workers makes it more 
urgent to take a fresh look at the type 
and size of ‘perverse’ effects related 
to labour market segmentation, with 
a specific focus on the young. This 
can be done firstly, by looking at the 
existing literature, both theoretical 
and empirical, on the implications of 
labour market duality for a number of 
key labour market variables, such as 
employment, wages, labour market 
transitions and human capital accu-
mulation (with a particular emphasis 
on recent academic research related 
to two-tier reforms of employment 
protection legislation, EPL), and sec-
ondly, by gathering new descriptive 
and econometric evidence on such 
implications using several EU statisti-
cal sources, including micro data. This 
is what this chapter attempts to do. 
This chapter is divided into eight fur-
ther sections, as follows:
The second provides some basic  1. 
stylised facts on young workers, 
mainly covering flows and unem-
ployment duration.
2)  As identified in the Commission’s Com- (
munication “Towards Common Prin-
ciples of Flexicurity: More and better 
jobs through flexibility and security”, 
COM(2007) 359 of 27.6.2007. 
The third is based on recent aca- 2. 
demic literature on the macroeco-
nomic effects of two-tier or partial 
EPL reforms and the associated 
expansion in temporary work.
The fourth presents evidence on  3. 
the incidence of temporary con-
tracts among young workers, cov-
ering aspects such as the age pro-
file of temporary contracts and 
their use as a hiring tool.
Moving away from segmentation  4. 
stricto sensu and towards broader 
youth issues, the fifth section covers 
school-to-work transitions, looking 
at evidence on youth employment 
rates after leaving initial education 
and the wider measure of NEET (3), 
while also referencing the vast lit-
erature on the presence of lasting 
‘scarring’ effects due to unemploy-
ment spells early in life. 
The sixth section covers a widely- 5. 
mentioned implication of labour 
market segmentation, i.e. the wage 
penalty and the reduced access 
to training for temporary work-
ers, and also includes an analysis 
of the determinants of individual 
participation in further ‘formal’ 
education. The related impact of 
temporary work on productivity 
developments is also discussed.
The seventh section looks at dynam- 6. 
ic effects of segmentation, covering 
its impact on transition rates from 
temporary to permanent employ-
ment while also investigating the 
wider issue of the determinants 
of labour market transitions (from 
non-employment to employment, 
from temporary to permanent jobs 
and from low pay to higher pay) 
using micro data.
The eighth section looks at the  7. 
link between segmentation 
and employment volatility and 
presents evidence regarding the 
sensitivity of youth unemploy-
ment to the business cycle and 
an econometric assessment of the 
role of temporary employment 
3)  Not in Employment, Education or Training. (
as an adjustment mechanism to 
business cycle fluctuations.
The ninth section concludes by  8. 
summarising the main findings 
of the chapter. Given the estab-
lished EU policy of seeking to 
reduce segmentation/dualism 
through the implementation of 
comprehensive flexicurity policy 
packages (4), it also refers to a spe-
cific policy proposal to eliminate 
the EPL gap between permanent 
and temporary contracts as an 
example of an ‘exit strategy’ from 
dual labour markets: the so-called 
“single contract” developed and 
advocated by a number of prom-
inent European labour market 
economists, inter alia, Boeri and 
Garibaldi (2008), Bentolila (2010) 
and Cahuc (2010).
YOUNG PEOPLE IN THE  2. 
LABOUR MARKET: SOME 
STYLISED FACTS
In industrialised countries, includ-
ing EU Member States, employment 
creation and destruction flows rela-
tive to the stock of jobs are large (5) 
(Cahuc and Zylberberg, 2005; Davis 
and Haltiwanger, 1999). 
4)  As identified in the Commission Commu- (
nication “Towards Common Principles of 
Flexicurity: More and better jobs through 
flexibility and security”, COM(2007) 359 
of 27.6.2007. 
5)  A number of indicators have been used  (
in order to measure job and labour mar-
ket turnover (see EiE 2009, Chapter 2). 
Job turnover (JT) comprises all changes 
in the level and spatial distribution of 
employment deriving from firms’ labour 
input decisions. Labour turnover (LT) 
measures flows from the perspective of 
workers, thereby including both work-
ers’ flows which are initiated by firms 
and those resulting from workers’ deci-
sions to move to different jobs, or in and 
out of employment. Hence by definition, 
JT is smaller than LT, because to each job 
created (destroyed) there corresponds 
one hire (separation), whereas the oppo-
site does not necessarily hold, as there 
are many separations and hires which 
are not associated with changes in the 
existing stock of jobs. Chapter 3  Youth and segmentation in EU labour markets
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In a recent OECD study (2009) cover-
ing eleven countries for job turnover 
and twenty-two for labour turnover 
and using harmonised data, job turn-
over rates were estimated at 22% 
(of total employment) over the peri-
od 1997-2004, and annual average   
labour turnover rates at 33% (of 
total employment) between 2000 
and 2005. 
Using EU Labour Force Survey (LFS) 
data, labour turnover rates can be 
calculated for EU Member States. (6) 
They exhibit a pronounced age pro-
file (Chart 1). On average, young 
people tend to undergo considerably 
more transitions both in and out of 
the labour force and between jobs 
than an average worker, reflecting 
the transition process between educa-
tion and the world of work, but pos-
sibly also the extensive use of (short-
duration) temporary contracts. 
According to EU LFS data, young 
people spend on average shorter 
periods in unemployment between 
jobs than people from older age 
groups (Chart 2). 
The large number of labour transi-
tions amongst the young more than 
offsets the short duration of the inter-
vening unemployment spells, result-
ing in a decreasing age profile for the 
unemployment rate (Chart 3). 
It should be acknowledged however 
that factors other than age, such as 
gender or education, can be associ-
ated with different labour market 
outcomes. (7) For example it is well-
known that, all else being equal, 
women tend to have longer unem-
ployment spells (Chart 2a) while   
tertiary educated workers tend to 
have shorter spells (Chart 2b). 
6)  For details on the methodology see    (
EiE 2009, Chapter 2. 
7)  An assessment of labour market determi- (
nants requires a complete econometrics 
analysis, as bivariate analysis may be 
subject to the omitted-variable bias, i.e. 
the bias that appears in estimates of 
parameters in a regression analysis when 
the assumed specification is incorrect, in 
that it omits an independent variable 
that should be in the model.
Chart 2: Median time (in months) since an unemployed person last worked in 2008 
– age profile
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Chart 3: Unemployment rate in 2008 – age profile
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Chart 1: Hirings, separations and labour turnover (% of total employment in 2008) 
– age profile
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The perceived insecurity of workers can 
be an important determinant of their 
behaviour. Using survey data, insecu-
rity can be assessed in terms of the 
perceived probability of being unem-
ployed (or losing their current job). 
The fear of unemployment is found 
to increase with age, with a history of 
previous unemployment, with having 
a temporary or part-time contract, as 
well as with the level of regional unem-
ployment (Green et al., 2001). 
Using survey data, Böckermans (2004) 
and Clark and Postel-Vinay (2009) 
reveal large differences across coun-
tries in terms of perceived insecurity, 
but find them to be higher (i.e. inse-
curity increases) the stricter EPL is, 
and lower (i.e. insecurity decreases) 
the more generous unemployment 
benefits are.
There are huge disparities between 
countries in the co-residence rates 
of young people with their parents. 
For example, in 2002 co-residence 
rates for men aged 25 to 29 years 
old ranged from a low of 20-22% in 
France, the Netherlands, and the UK 
to very high levels in Southern Mem-
ber States like Italy (73%), Greece 
(70%), Spain (67%), and Portugal 
(58%), but also the Nordic Member 
State of Finland (73%) (Becker et 
al., 2005). Moreover, since the mid-
1980s, co-residence rates have shown 
a marked upward trend in Southern 
Member States, in contrast to more 
stable rates in the rest of the EU. 
The economic analysis of ‘emanci-
pation’ has mainly focused on the 
impact of parental and youth income, 
housing prices, and the degree of job 
insecurity as perceived by both the 
young and their parents. Data for 
France also suggests that the inci-
dence of co-residence is much higher 
for young people holding tempo-
rary rather than permanent contracts 
(Cahuc and Kramarz, 2004), partly 
reflecting their reduced access to 
renting or mortgage borrowing. (8) 
Becker et al. (2005) find that after 
examining many other factors, high-
er youth insecurity is associated with 
higher co-residence rates with par-
ents (or a later emancipation age). 
It is important to monitor the emanci-
pation age because it is negatively cor-
related with interregional migration/
mobility and fertility. Blanchard and 
Katz (1992) argue that high rates of 
migration serve to reduce unemploy-
ment rates between states in the US, 
while such disparities tend to persist in 
low internal migration/mobility coun-
tries like Italy and Spain (Decressin and 
Fatás, 1995; Bentolila and Jimeno, 1998, 
respectively). Lower mobility is also 
seen as resulting in higher equilibrium 
unemployment (Layard et al., 1991). 
With all else being equal, delaying 
emancipation tends to reduce fertil-
ity rates which, in turn, impacts on 
the old age dependency ratio, with 
its consequence for the sustainability 
of the social security system. Giuliano 
(2004) argues that in Southern Europe-
an countries, young people often leave 
their parents’ home only when they 
get married, and that the incidence of 
out-of-wedlock births is low. Therefore, 
high or rising (labour market) insecurity 
is likely to delay household formation 
and childbearing decisions and, indeed, 
total fertility rates (9) declined signifi-
cantly in Southern Europe between 
1980 and 2000 (Table 1). 
8)  The percentage of young people aged 23  (
living with their parents is 12 percentage 
points higher for those having a tempo-
rary rather than a permanent contract. 
This gap extends to all ages below 35. 
9)  Births per woman of reproductive age.  (
Chart 2a: Median time (in months) since an unemployed person last worked  
breakdown by gender in 2008 – age profile
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Chart 2b: Median time (in months) since an unemployed person last worked  
breakdown by education level in 2008 – age profile
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TEMPORARY  3. 
CONTRACTS AND DUAL 
LABOUR MARKETS
Two-tier reforms  3.1. 
of employment 
protection legislation
Temporary contracts can play an 
important role in the transition 
process between education and the 
world of work, i.e. by facilitating 
entry into the labour market, par-
ticularly in those countries where 
apprenticeship/traineeship systems 
are underdeveloped. Temporary con-
tracts can facilitate worker selection 
and a better matching of job require-
ments to workers’ needs/aspirations, 
particularly when they also provide 
training opportunities that serve as 
bridges or stepping stones into more 
permanent and/or better paid jobs. 
However, in recent decades, labour 
markets in several EU Member States 
have been characterised by increas-
ing dualism or segmentation. These 
terms refer, essentially, to the coex-
istence of workers with stable (i.e. 
long-term) employment relationships 
and other workers with temporary 
employment contracts, including 
agency work as well as seasonal or 
casual jobs. The latter group may 
become ‘trapped’ in temporary and/
or precarious jobs with long-last-
ing adverse consequences on their 
labour market attachment, earnings, 
career prospects, job satisfaction and 
overall happiness (Layard, 2005). 
Some authors (e.g. Boeri, 2010b) 
argue that labour market dualism is 
related to a particular reform strat-
egy with respect to Employment Pro-
tection Legislation (EPL). EU Mem-
ber States (10) have enacted numerous 
reforms in this area since the 1980s 
aimed at improving the functioning 
of labour markets in general and 
reducing high and persistent struc-
tural unemployment rates. The EPL 
reform strategies that have been 
primarily responsible for the increase 
10) (   Particularly in Continental Europe.
in dualism appear to be those that 
focused on promoting flexibility ‘at 
the margin’ – through the deregula-
tion of temporary contracts and/or 
the introduction or development of 
agency work and other contracts of 
limited duration (11) – while keeping 
existing rules on permanent con-
tracts largely unchanged. 
These strategies are generally con-
sidered to have been largely deter-
mined by political considerations, in 
other words by what it was possible 
to achieve through the political proc-
ess, rather than by considerations of 
how best to design the EPL institution 
in order to improve the workings of 
the labour market and allocative effi-
ciency in general. In effect, where 
permanent contracts represent the 
most common type of employment, 
governments were often unable 
to obtain support for reforms that 
weaken dismissal rules for perma-
nent employees, and focused instead 
on easing the regulations on tempo-
rary contracts (Saint-Paul, 1999). 
Boeri (2010b) labels this type of reform 
as ‘two-tier’ since it widens asym-
metries in the employment protection 
afforded to permanent and temporary 
workers. More generally, Boeri pro-
poses a typology of reforms of labour 
market institutions (including EPL) 
based on the following three criteria: 
The  UÊ orientation of the reform, i.e. 
whether it is intended to increase 
or reduce the ‘wedge’ between 
labour supply and demand (com-
pared to a no policy scenario).
The  UÊ size of the reform, i.e. whether 
it changes the intensity of the pol-
icy significantly or only marginally. 
In other words, is it a discrete (12) or 
an incremental reform?
11) (   E.g. contracts of collaborazione coordi-
nata e continuativa and later, collabo-
razione a progetto in Italy, correspond-
ing to ‘quasi-self-employment’.
12) (   Discrete reforms are defined as those 
that change the intensity of policies, 
measured using indicators such as OECD’s 
EPL, by a minimum threshold (e.g. at 
least one tenth of the cross-country 
standard deviation of the indicator).
Table 1: Total fertility rate
Countries 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2008
Austria 2.69 2.29 1.65 1.46 1.36 1.41
Belgium 2.54 2.25 1.68 1.62
Bulgaria 2.31 2.17 2.05 1.82 1.26 1.48
Cyprus 2.41 1.64 1.46
Czech Republic 2.09 1.92 2.08 1.90 1.14 1.50
Denmark 2.57 1.95 1.55 1.67 1.77 1.89
Estonia 2.05 1.38 1.65
Finland 2.72 1.83 1.63 1.78 1.73 1.85
France métropolitaine 2.73 2.47 1.95 1.78 1.87 1.99
Germany (including ex-GDR from 1991) 1.38 1.38
Greece 2.23 2.40 2.23 1.40 1.26 1.51
Hungary 2.02 1.98 1.91 1.87 1.32 1.35
Ireland 3.78 3.85 3.21 2.11 1.89 2.10
Italy 2.37 2.38 1.64 1.33 1.26
Latvia 1.44
Lithuania 2.40 1.99 2.03 1.39 1.47
Luxembourg 2.29 1.97 1.50 1.60 1.76 1.61
Malta 1.99 2.04 1.70 1.44
Netherlands 3.12 2.57 1.60 1.62 1.72 1.77
Poland 2.06 1.35 1.39
Portugal 3.16 3.01 2.25 1.56 1.55 1.37
Romania 2.43 1.83 1.31 1.35
Slovakia 3.04 2.41 2.32 2.09 1.30 1.32
Slovenia 1.46 1.26 1.53
Spain 2.20 1.36 1.23 1.46
Sweden 1.92 1.68 2.13 1.54 1.91
United Kingdom 1.90 1.83 1.64
Source: Eurostat.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
122
The  UÊ scope of the reform i.e. wheth-
er it involves all of the potentially 
eligible population (in the case of 
EPL, all workers) or just a subset, 
such as temporary employees. In 
other words, is it a ‘complete’ or 
‘two-tier’ reform (13)? 
Boeri (2010b) uses this typology 
to classify reforms carried out in 
a number of European and non- 
European countries between 1980 
and 2007 in four labour market   
policy areas, namely: 
Employment Protection Legislation  UÊ
(EPL),
Unemployment Insurance (UI), UÊ
Activation Programmes (AP), UÊ
Employment Conditional Incen- UÊ
tives (ECI). 
A simple count of measures indicates 
that EPL reforms represent about 
one in every four reforms, of which 
approximately 60% have reduced 
the wedge between labour supply 
and demand (i.e. eased regulations). 
As regards the scope of measures, in 
the four labour market policy areas 
reviewed, the number of two-tier 
reforms is similar to the number of 
complete ones. As regards size, dis-
crete reforms (i.e. representing large 
changes in regulations) account for 
about 40% of total reforms and, par-
ticularly in the EPL policy area, dis-
crete reforms are mostly two-tier (as 
opposed to complete). There seems to 
be a trade-off between the size and 
scope of reforms, with larger reforms 
more likely to be two-tier. Boeri’s 
taxonomy highlights the fact that a 
large number of changes in EPL have 
had the effect of widening regulatory 
asymmetries between permanent and 
temporary workers rather than easing 
EPL for all employees, thereby contrib-
uting to the creation of dual systems. 
13) (   More specifically, two-tier reforms are 
defined as those which affect less than 
50% of the population potentially eli-
gible or which involve all of it but only 
gradually and in the long-term, i.e. after 
a transition period of at least 30 years.
Spain is widely seen as clear-cut 
example of labour market dual-
ism. In 1984, a two-tier EPL reform 
liberalised the use of temporary 
contracts, while maintaining EPL 
unchanged for permanent contracts. 
The incidence of temporary con-
tracts in total paid employment rose 
from about 15% in the mid-1980s 
to close to 30% in 1990, because 
temporary contracts involve much 
lower firing costs, both in terms of 
severance payment and the possibil-
ity to appeal to labour courts in the 
event of dismissal (Bentolila and 
Dolado, 1994). 
Chart 4: Reforms of Employment Protection Legislation in the EU:  
change of EPL index from 1985 to 2003
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Source: DG EMPL calculations on EPL data available at  
www.oecd.org/employment/protection.
Notes: the chart shows the change in the overall indicator of EPL strictness calculated by 
the OECD (OECD, 2004, Venn, 2009), excluding rules on collective dismissals. The indica-
tor is the arithmetic average of two sub-components, namely regulations on dismissals of 
permanent employees (encompassing severance pay, advance notice periods, procedural 
requirements for dismissals, role of courts) and regulations on the use of contracts of lim-
ited duration (type of jobs, maximum legal duration, possibility for renewals, etc.). Both 
indicators vary from 0 to 6 with a higher score indicating stricter regulations.   
Only countries with available EPL data are shown in the chart, hence those without a 
bar in the chart did not introduce EPL reforms or made changes in EPL which cancel 
out in the time period considered. 
Chart 5: Reforms of Employment Protection Legislation:  
change in EPL from 2003 to 2008
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www.oecd.org/employment/protection. 
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However Spain is far from being a 
unique case and other EU Member 
States have also introduced two-tier 
reforms as shown in Chart 4 and 
Chart 5, which break down changes 
in the overall EPL indicator from 
the mid-1980s to 2008 between per-
manent contracts (dark blue) and 
  temporary contracts (bright blue). 
These charts indicate that changes 
in the overall EPL indicator mainly 
reflect developments with regard to 
temporary contracts, particularly in 
Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Greece, 
Italy, Netherlands, Portugal and Swe-
den (14). The situation in France has 
changed over time in ways that are 
not captured in the charts. Temporary 
contracts were introduced in 1979 
but their use was then restricted dur-
ing the 1980s, prior to being relaxed 
during the 1990s with the possibility 
of using short-term contracts (CDD) (15) 
for targeted groups of workers (Blan-
chard and Landier, 2002).
The prevalence and scale of two-tier 
reforms highlight the limitations of 
some of the literature on the impact 
of EPL on labour market perform-
ance, which tends to focus largely 
on complete reforms (16), and to over-
look the impact of two-tier reforms. 
A specific theoretical framework is 
required for the latter in order to 
identify policy effects.
Boeri and Garibaldi (2007) and Boeri 
(2010b) have attempted to fill this 
gap with an extension of the widely 
used Mortensen and Pissarides search 
and matching model, in which it is 
possible to distinguish existing jobs 
that are affected by EPL (17) from newly 
created jobs which can be terminated 
14) (   The large deregulation carried out in 
Spain predates the periods covered by 
EPL figures and so it is not identified in 
the Charts.
15) (   ‘Contrat à Durée Déterminée’.
16) (   Looking either at cross-country differenc-
es in the level of EPL or at within-country 
changes in EPL intensity over time.
17) (   In this framework, EPL is represented for 
simplicity as a sum of money firms need 
to pay when dismissing a worker. Such 
money is ‘pure waste’, i.e. is not used 
for any purpose (such as redistribution, 
financing public goods etc.).
at no cost to the firm during a limited 
period, thereafter being transformed 
into permanent jobs and subject to 
firing ‘taxes’. Hence, entry jobs are 
equivalent to temporary jobs with 
no employment protection. Results 
obtained using this framework sug-
gest that the effects of two-tier EPL 
reforms on aggregate variables can 
differ substantially from those of 
complete reforms.
On the one hand, applying uniform 
firing ‘taxes’ lowers both job loss and 
finding rates (as firing ‘taxes’ dis-
courage hiring) (18) with ambiguous 
effects on aggregate unemployment 
and wages (19). On the other hand, if 
firing taxes only apply to continu-
ing jobs, firms have an incentive to 
use entry jobs (instead of continuing 
ones) as a mechanism to adjust total 
labour demand. Regulatory asymme-
try between the two types of jobs will 
increase both hiring rates (as entry 
jobs are exempted from firing taxes) 
and job loss rates for entry jobs as 
firms circumvent increasing firing taxes 
through a reduction in conversion rates 
18) (   The latter reflects the reduced number 
of open vacancies.
19) (   The ambiguous effect on wages results 
from two opposite effects: the rising 
bargaining strength of workers and the 
presence of more low-productivity and 
low paid jobs in equilibrium.   
of entry jobs into continuing ones (20). 
Overall, while introducing uniform EPL 
on all types of jobs unambiguously 
reduces total labour turnover, a two-
tier EPL system may increase it as long 
as a larger turnover on entry jobs more 
than offsets the reduced turnover on 
continuing ones.
Two-tier EPL   3.2. 
and the growth  
of temporary work
There is a rich literature, largely 
based on the Spanish experience (e.g. 
Dolado et al., 2002; Bentolila et al., 
2008), which looks at the effects of 
the extensive use of temporary work 
on labour market outcomes, such as 
employment, unemployment, wages 
and labour flows. 
This literature suggests that two-tier 
EPL reforms lead to a more frequent 
use of temporary contracts as an 
entry mode into employment. As 
a result, a number of EU   Member 
20) (   Firms also aim to avoid greater labour 
costs associated with continuing jobs. 
The latter category enjoys greater bar-
gaining strength vis-à-vis employees in 
entry jobs thanks to higher firing costs, 
resulting in higher wages compared to 
the entry/fixed-term wages.
Chart 6: Temporary work in selected EU countries (% of total number of employees) - 1
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States have registered a sharp 
increase in the share of employees 
in temporary work in past decades 
(Bentolila et al., 2008; Boeri, 2010a). 
Chart 6 shows that Member States 
that introduced large two-tier EPL 
reforms have seen a trend increase 
in temporary employment as a share 
of total number of employees since 
the mid-1980s. Spain registered the 
most rapid growth in the incidence 
of temporary jobs, rising from 11% 
of total employment in 1983 to 
approximately 35% in 1995 (Guell 
and Petrongolo, 2003). Conversely, 
Chart 7 indicates that, in Member 
States characterised by relatively 
less stringent regulations for per-
manent contracts, i.e. UK, Denmark 
and Ireland, there has been no 
trend increase in the incidence of 
  temporary employment.
The positive correlation between 
two-tier EPL reforms and the share 
of employees in temporary work is 
illustrated in Chart 8 and Chart 9. 
Following the OECD (2004), Chart 8   
identifies the magnitude of seg-
mentation in EPL regimes, calculat-
ing the relative gap between the 
EPL indicators for permanent vs. 
temporary contracts. Changes in 
the EPL gap are correlated with 
changes in the share of employees 
in temporary employment. Esti-
mates cover a large number of 
EU Member States for two age 
groups: young workers (15-39) and 
all workers (15-64). 
Following Boeri (2010b), Chart 9 shows 
that in 2008, strict EPL for permanent 
contracts tended to be associated with 
a higher share of temporary employ-
ment across EU Member States. This 
suggests that firms are effectively 
being encouraged to use temporary 
contracts as a way to circumvent rigid 
dismissal rules on permanent con-
tracts, with a stronger effect on work-
ers in the 15-39 age group. 
Chart 8: EPL two-tier reforms and share of temporary work (1990-2003)
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Sources: OECD and Eurostat. DG EMPL calculations.
Notes: Change in the relative strictness of EPL of permanent vs. temporary contracts is calculated according to the formula: 
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SEGMENTATION AND  4. 
YOUTH
Incidence   4.1. 
of temporary work  
for young workers
In most EU Member States, the pro-
portion of young people in employ-
ment who are working in temporary 
jobs is very high, especially among 
those under 25 years of age, where 
40% are in this position (Table 2). 
However, this overall figure for the 
EU masks a large cross-country het-
erogeneity as the share of temporary 
employment among workers in the 
15 to 24 age group ranges from 
more than 50% in Germany, Spain, 
France, Poland, Portugal, Sweden 
and Slovenia to less than 20% in Bul-
garia, Czech Republic, Cyprus, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Malta, Romania, Slovakia 
and United Kingdom. According to 
an OECD (2008) report these shares 
have increased in the past decade. 
Chart 10 and Chart 11 plot the time 
trend of the incidence of temporary 
work for young workers (i.e. 15 to 39 
years of age). Figures are higher than 
for the total working age population, 
showing that temporary contracts are 
more frequently used among young 
workers (i.e. age 15 to 24) and  prime-age 
workers in the 25-39 age bracket than 
for the total working age popula-
tion (15-64). Compared to Chart 8,   
Chart 10 suggests that, in countries 
which have introduced two-tier EPL 
reforms, the trend increase in the share 
of temporary work has been more pro-
nounced for younger workers than for 
total employment.   Conversely, no trend 
increase in the use of temporary con-
tracts was detected in Denmark, Ireland 
and United Kingdom (see Chart 11).
Chart 9: EPL on permanent contracts and incidence of temporary work
Correlation: 0.47** Correlation: 0.4*
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Notes: *, ** : correlation coefficients statistically significant at the 10% and 5%, respectively. 
Table 2: Share of temporary contracts in percentage of total employees
Between 15  
and 24 years
Between 25  
and 49 years
Between 50  
and 64 years
Between 15  
and 64 years
Countries 2007 2009 2007 2009 2007 2009 2007 2009
Austria 34.9 35.6 4.7 4.9 2.5 3.0 8.9 9.1
Belgium 31.6 33.2 6.9 6.8 4.3 3.3 8.6 8.2
Bulgaria 10.3 9.3 4.5 3.9 5.0 5.0 5.1 4.6
Cyprus 23.3 18.4 14.0 15.0 5.2 6.1 13.3 13.5
Czech Republic 17.4 18.7 5.8 5.5 9.5 9.2 7.8 7.5
Denmark 22.2 23.6 7.0 7.2 4.1 3.2 8.6 8.9
Estonia na na na 2.2 na na 2.2 2.5
Finland 42.4 39.0 14.1 13.4 7.6 7.1 15.9 14.5
France 52.5 51.2 11.4 10.4 5.9 6.4 14.4 13.5
Germany 57.5 57.2 9.9 10.2 4.7 4.7 14.6 14.5
Greece 27.0 28.4 10.5 11.9 6.1 6.7 10.9 12.1
Hungary 19.1 21.4 6.8 8.2 4.8 5.6 7.3 8.4
Ireland 19.2 25.0 4.8 6.4 4.2 5.1 7.2 8.5
Italy 42.3 44.4 12.2 11.6 6.3 5.7 13.2 12.5
Latvia 9.3 9.3 3.5 3.8 3.2 3.7 4.2 4.4
Lithuania 9.8 5.0 2.9 2.1 2.9 na 3.5 2.3
Luxembourg 34.1 39.3 5.6 5.3 na na 6.8 7.2
Malta 11.0 11.0 3.8 3.8 na na 5.1 4.7
Netherlands 45.1 46.5 14.1 14.1 6.8 6.9 17.9 18.0
Poland 65.7 62.0 25.1 23.6 18.2 18.4 28.2 26.4
Portugal 52.6 53.5 21.1 21.3 10.6 10.1 22.4 22.0
Romania 4.6 3.7 1.4 0.8 0.9 0.7 1.6 1.0
Slovakia 13.7 12.5 3.9 3.5 4.0 3.6 5.0 4.3
Slovenia 68.3 66.6 14.0 12.5 6.7 6.0 18.4 16.2
Spain 62.8 55.9 31.0 25.7 15.3 12.0 31.7 25.5
Sweden 57.1 53.4 14.0 12.0 7.3 5.8 17.2 14.9
United Kingdom 13.3 11.9 4.3 4.5 4.3 4.2 5.7 5.5
EU 27 41.1 40.2 12.3 11.5 6.8 6.5 14.5 13.4
Sources: Eurostat.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Temporary  4.2. 
contracts and hiring
The evidence shows that two-tier 
EPL reforms have dramatically raised 
the proportion of new recruitments 
made on temporary contracts (Cahuc 
and Postel-Vinay, 2001). Based on 
micro data from the Spanish Labour 
Force Survey covering the period 
1987 to 1994, Bovez and Gomez 
(2004) found that exit rates from 
unemployment into temporary con-
tracts are ten times larger than exit 
rates into permanent ones. Thus tem-
porary contracts play a particularly 
important role as a mode of entry 
into the labour market, particularly 
for young workers (Chart 12).
Chart 12 presents figures for the 
share of temporary workers among 
employees with short tenure in their 
current job (i.e. less than one year). 
Using short tenure employees as 
a proxy for new recruitments, this 
measure provides an indication of 
the extent to which firms use tem-
porary contracts, which should, in 
principle, be greater in countries that 
have pursued more vigorous two-tier 
EPL reform strategies.
Chart 12 shows a considerable cross-
country variability in the incidence 
of temporary contracts for short-ten-
ured employees, with higher rates 
in countries that have implemented 
two-tier EPL reforms through the 
liberalisation of temporary contracts, 
i.e. Germany, Greece, Spain, France, 
Italy, Portugal and Sweden, all of 
which have figures greater than 45%, 
with peaks of 80% in Spain and 70% 
in Portugal. Conversely, temporary 
contracts account for a relatively low 
share of new recruitment in Romania 
(about 10%), in the Baltic countries, 
in the UK (about 17%), Ireland (about 
19%) and Denmark (about 25%). 
Chart 10: Temporary work in selected EU countries  
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Chart 12: Incidence of temporary contracts in hiring (average 2000-09)
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The incidence of temporary work 
in the EU has a marked age pro-
file (Chart 13), which also provides 
evidence of the large-scale use of 
temporary contracts as a hiring tool, 
especially concentrated among the 
youngest segment of the labour 
force. On average, in the period 
2005-2008, slightly more than one 
in every two youths aged 20 or less 
in work in the EU had a temporary 
contract. The incidence of tempo-
rary contracts gradually declines with 
age, but still remains above the aver-
age of all employees until about 30 
years of age. 
The age profile of temporary con-
tracts takes around ten years to con-
verge towards the overall average, 
suggesting that, in some Member 
States, young people have consider-
ably more difficulty moving into per-
manent jobs than they do in others. 
Chart 14 plots those Member States 
that have an age profile 20% or 
more above the EU average (Spain, 
Poland, Portugal, Slovenia, Finland 
and Sweden). 
The evidence also shows that, 
although the share of temporary 
contracts in Germany and France 
converge to the EU average rather 
rapidly (at around age 25, Chart 15), 
only at around 30 years of age does 
it converge towards the respective 
national averages (Table 3). 
Chart 13: Share of temporary employees in all contracts 
(2005-2008 average in the EU)
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Chart 14: Share of temporary contracts in all contracts 
(2005-2008 averages)
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Chart 15: Share of temporary contracts in all contracts 
(2005-2008 averages)
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The longitudinal component of EU 
SILC (21) can be used to specifically iden-
tify the distribution of the type of 
labour contract used in the first regular 
21) (   EU Statistics on Income and Living Condi-
tions (EU SILC).
job (Chart 16). (22) In a large majority of 
the 21 Member States for which data 
are available for the period 2004/2005 
22) (   Using the variables PL190 (When began 
first regular job); PL140 (Type of con-
tract); and PX020 (Age at the end of the 
income reference period). 
to 2007, the use of permanent labour 
contracts is the more common type of 
labour contract for the first regular 
job. However, the incidence of tem-
porary work is relatively important in 
many Member States. In four Mem-
ber States (Spain, Poland, Portugal 
and Slovenia) temporary contracts are 
more common than permanent ones, 
and in two Member States (France and 
Luxembourg) figures are quite similar 
between the two (23).   
LFS data from the anonymised micro-
data set for 2007 was used to calculate 
the share of workers in temporary and 
permanent jobs by gender, qualifica-
tion and years since leaving school. 
Although there are large national 
differences, the following patterns 
emerge: 
Recent school leavers tend to pass  1. 
through temporary contracts; 
Low-qualified youth have more  2. 
difficulty and take more time to 
find a permanent job; 
Overall no significant gender gaps  3. 
seem to be present in the data.
These patterns are broadly consistent   
with OECD’s (2008) results in that 
temporary work serves as a major 
entry mode into   permanent jobs for 
many young people, since the share 
of recent school leavers in temporary 
jobs declines rapidly during the first 
five years after initial education, par-
ticularly in the countries where this 
share is initially very high. However, 
in some countries a considerable pro-
portion of working young are still 
in temporary jobs five years after 
leaving school, suggesting that they 
become trapped. 
The large sample size of the LFS 
anonymised microdata set for 2007 
makes it possible to analyse the 
23) (   The reader should be aware that Chart 
16 captures something different from 
Chart 12, as the latter considers all recruit-
ments, i.e. not only those in first jobs. 
Moreover, the reference population is the 
total number of employees in Chart 12, 
whereas it is total employment (i.e. also 
including self-employment) in Chart 16. 
Table 3: Share of temporary contracts in all contracts (2005-2008 averages)  
and total incidence of temporary work
Country 20 years 25 years 30 years 35 years Total (15-64)
AT 0.23 0.10 0.06 0.05 0.09
BE 0.37 0.18 0.09 0.06 0.09
BG 0.12 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.06
CY 0.19 0.21 0.17 0.14 0.14
CZ 0.25 0.10 0.06 0.06 0.08
DE 0.68 0.24 0.15 0.08 0.15
DK 0.35 0.19 0.10 0.07 0.09
EE 0.11 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03
ES 0.71 0.49 0.35 0.30 0.32
FI 0.47 0.35 0.20 0.16 0.16
FR 0.61 0.27 0.15 0.10 0.14
EL 0.33 0.20 0.13 0.10 0.11
HU 0.23 0.11 0.07 0.06 0.07
IE 0.19 0.07 0.05 0.04 0.06
IT 0.51 0.27 0.15 0.11 0.13
LT 0.17 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.04
LU 0.54 0.15 0.07 0.05 0.06
LV 0.17 0.06 0.05 0.07 0.07
MT 0.12 0.07 0.04 0.06 0.04
NL 0.43 0.26 0.16 0.11 0.17
PL 0.77 0.50 0.28 0.22 0.28
PT 0.55 0.41 0.25 0.15 0.21
RO 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02
SE 0.60 0.35 0.17 0.11 0.17
SI 0.79 0.45 0.18 0.12 0.18
SK 0.19 0.08 0.04 0.04 0.05
UK 0.12 0.08 0.05 0.05 0.06
EU 0.47 0.25 0.16 0.11 0.14
Source: EU LFS, DG EMPL calculations.  
In bold values higher than the EU average by 20% or more. 
Chart 16: Type of labour contract of the first job
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Source: EU SILC longitudinal component.   
Ranking countries by descending order of the share of permamant contracts.Chapter 3  Youth and segmentation in EU labour markets
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impact of gender and education lev-
els. The data suggests that early 
school leavers are particularly at risk 
of becoming trapped in temporary 
jobs because, five years after finish-
ing initial education, more than 40% 
of low qualified young workers are 
in temporary contracts in Germany, 
Spain, France, Italy, Poland, Portugal, 
Slovenia and Sweden.
SCHOOL-TO-WORK  5. 
TRANSITIONS AND YOUTH 
NOT IN EMPLOYMENT, 
EDUCATION OR TRAINING 
(NEET)
Youth  5.1. 
employment rates after 
leaving initial education
Young people moving from education 
into work are at a particularly vulner-
able point in their lives, and this is 
especially the case for the least quali-
fied, who will generally experience 
the greatest difficulties in establish-
ing a foothold in the labour market. 
Although this chapter does not include 
a comprehensive examination of the 
school-to-work   transition literature 
and data (24), given the challenges faced 
by many young people at the start of 
their working lives, compounded in 
some circumstances by excessive labour 
market segmentation, it is important 
to note some of the stylised facts con-
cerning school-to-work transitions. 
Chart 17 presents the age distribu-
tion for the first ‘regular’ job (25), not-
ing that the median age varies from 
20 in Greece and Cyprus to 15 years 
in Portugal.
24) (   OECD (2008) provides a comparative 
analysis of school-to-work transition, 
making use of both cross-sectional and 
longitudinal data. The OECD has also 
recently conducted a country-by-country 
thematic review, Jobs for Youth, intend-
ed to provide the basis for a comprehen-
sive re-assessment of youth labour mar-
ket outcomes and policies facilitating 
their integration in the labour market.  
25) (   It explores the information content of 
the variable ‘When began the first regu-
lar job’ (PL190), which is part of the EU 
SILC longitudinal component. ‘Regular 
job’ is a self-reported variable. Normally, 
the job considered should be the first 
one involving 15 hours or more per week 
which lasted for at least 6 months, unless 
it was terminated by a period of unem-
ployment or by another job.    
If the person starts working in a for-
mal regular work, during his/her 
studies, this work should be con-
sidered as the first regular job.   
Therefore, some respondents reported a 
first job age below the legal minimum. 
Chart 17: Age distribution of the first regular job
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Source: EU SILC longitudinal component.   
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Chart 18: Employment rates by gender of youth between 15 and 29 years old one, 
five and ten years after leaving formal education, 2007
0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0
DK NL DE UK SE AT SK FI LV SI EE ES PL FR PT CY CZ LT BE IT HU BG LU RO EL
DK NL DE UK SE AT SK FI LV SI EE ES PL FR PT CY CZ LT BE IT HU BG LU RO EL
DK NL DE UK SE AT SK FI LV SI EE ES PL FR PT CY CZ LT BE IT HU BG LU RO EL
0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0
0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0
1 year after leaving initial education
5 years after leaving initial education
10 years after leaving initial education
Total
Male
Female
Source: EU LFS users’ microdata (2007), DG EMPL calculations.   
Sample restricted to recent school leavers aged 15 to 29.   
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Chart 18 presents employment rates for 
people between 15 to 29 years of age, 
one, five and ten years after having 
completed initial education. One year 
after completion of initial education, 
a significant proportion of young peo-
ple are not in employment, although 
the situation varies considerably across 
EU Member States - with employment 
rates varying from 16% in Greece to 
77% in Denmark. (26) Gradually youth 
employment rates converge to those 
of the 25-49 prime-age section of the 
population. Although employment 
rates for men and women are very sim-
ilar one year after completing school, 
a gender gap progressively emerges 
as marriage and motherhood begin 
to reduce the   participation rates of 
young women. However, the employ-
ment rate gender gap ten years after 
school completion varies considerably 
across Member States - from 6% in 
Lithuania to 41% in Estonia in 2007. 
26) (   Given the illustrative purposes of this exer-
cise, indicators were calculated only for 
the year 2007, because of the very large 
dimension of the users’ LFS micro dataset. 
Although there are considerable dif-
ferences between Member States, 
the important general finding is that 
youth with low qualifications have 
significantly lower employment rates 
one, five and ten years after leaving 
initial education (OECD, 2008). These 
results confirm that low education-
al attainment presents an enduring 
barrier to employment (i.e. better 
educated young people experience 
a quicker transition to employment) 
while showing that it also appears to 
impede initial insertion in the labour 
market. (27) However, despite a large 
cross-country variation, most Member 
States with high overall employment 
rates for recent school leavers achieve 
relatively high employment rates for 
youth of all levels of education. 
27) (   OECD (2008) argues that an age effect 
also probably depresses initial employ-
ment rates for low skilled youth still liv-
ing with their parents and delaying entry 
to the labour market. 
Youth Not in  5.2. 
Education, Employment 
or Training (NEET)
The proportion of NEET out of the 
total population in the 15 to 24 age 
group gives an overall measure of the 
share of youth that are left behind (see 
Table 4). Quintini et al. (2006) show 
that a majority of youth in NEET only 
stay transitorily in that situation (as the 
turnover of youth in NEET tends to be 
considerably higher than for adults), 
although there is evidence that, in sev-
eral EU Member States, a small share 
of young people may remain in that 
situation for too long, suggesting the 
existence of a group of disadvantaged 
young people who are difficult to 
mobilise into work. The authors also 
find evidence that early school leav-
ers are disproportionately likely to be 
recorded as unemployed or NEET.  
Evidence from the LFS anonymised 
microdata set for 2007 suggests that 
NEET rates vary considerably across 
Table 4: Share of youth not in education, employment or training (NEET) in 2007
Gender Education Work status
COUNTRY Women Men Low Medium High Inactivity Unemployment Total
AT 0.076 0.100 0.079 0.098 0.060 0.055 0.033 0.088
BE 0.122 0.102 0.116 0.111 0.098 0.061 0.051 0.112
BG 0.206 0.187 0.181 0.218 0.162 0.156 0.040 0.196
CY 0.096 0.227 0.060 0.252 0.177 0.134 0.029 0.163
CZ 0.091 0.049 0.051 0.087 0.055 0.038 0.031 0.069
DE 0.097 0.095 0.092 0.102 0.101 0.053 0.043 0.096
DK 0.039 0.053 0.047 0.046 0.021 0.029 0.017 0.046
EE 0.101 0.100 0.098 0.104 0.100 0.072 0.029 0.100
ES 0.138 0.105 0.157 0.077 0.083 0.068 0.053 0.121
FI 0.086 0.105 0.070 0.123 0.201 0.065 0.030 0.096
FR 0.106 0.098 0.116 0.100 0.064 0.044 0.058 0.102
EL 0.148 0.083 0.077 0.129 0.309 0.054 0.061 0.115
HU 0.126 0.099 0.112 0.111 0.141 0.071 0.042 0.113
IE 0.104 0.089 0.122 0.083 0.063 0.058 0.038 0.096
IT 0.172 0.151 0.157 0.171 0.112 0.109 0.053 0.162
LT 0.078 0.062 0.049 0.093 0.066 0.053 0.017 0.070
LU 0.066 0.048 0.065 0.047 0.158 0.021 0.036 0.057
LV 0.136 0.106 0.116 0.127 0.133 0.089 0.032 0.121
NL 0.046 0.034 0.050 0.030 0.018 0.026 0.014 0.040
PL 0.119 0.093 0.051 0.152 0.136 0.057 0.049 0.106
PT 0.128 0.097 0.123 0.076 0.215 0.051 0.061 0.112
RO 0.158 0.125 0.141 0.140 0.198 0.080 0.062 0.142
SE 0.083 0.091 0.075 0.104 0.043 0.043 0.044 0.087
SI 0.066 0.068 0.054 0.075 0.129 0.040 0.027 0.067
SK 0.141 0.110 0.101 0.144 0.188 0.058 0.068 0.125
UK 0.147 0.110 0.243 0.113 0.076 0.073 0.055 0.128
Source: LFS anonymised microdata set. DG EMPL calculations. 
Sample restricted to youth aged 15 to 24 years.Chapter 3  Youth and segmentation in EU labour markets
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Member States (see Table 4 and Chart 
19 to Chart 21). In most Member 
States, a higher proportion of youth 
in NEET status are reported as inactive 
rather than unemployed (Chart 19). 
In most Member States, the propor-
tion of young women in NEET status 
is slightly higher than that of men 
(Chart 20). The breakdown of NEET 
by education level shows consider-
able variation across countries. In 
some MS (Denmark, Ireland, Spain, 
France, Italy, Netherlands, Austria, 
Sweden and UK), young people with 
higher education levels have lower 
NEET rates, while in others (Greece, 
Luxembourg, Portugal, Romania, Slo-
vakia, Slovenia, and Finland) there is 
a higher NEET incidence for youth 
with tertiary education (Chart 21). 
The latter might be related to the 
problem of under-utilisation of skills, 
which arises when young people are 
called upon to perform tasks which 
require fewer or lower skills that they 
had acquired in initial education. 
There is evidence suggesting that 
the incidence of under-utilisation of 
skills has increased in a majority of 
countries for which estimates are 
available (Quintini et al., 2006). 
LFS micro data was used to cre-
ate a synthetic cohort of people 
aged between 18 and 24 in 2004, 
which was then followed up during 
the period 2005 to 2007 in order 
to monitor the incidence of NEET. 
NEET status tends to be highly per-
sistent (Table 5, upper panel), but 
the decline observed between 2004 
and 2007 is statistically significant 
(Table 5, lower panel). (28) 
Given the increasing role played by 
temporary and part-time jobs as entry 
modes into employment, there are 
policy concerns about the possibility 
for young people to progressively 
move into more stable and well paid 
jobs, using temporary or   low-paid 
jobs as stepping stones. 
28) (   The number of observations refers to the 
number of group averages considered. 
Three breakdown variables were used: 
for country, gender and education.  
As far as pay is concerned, young peo-
ple who have limited previous work 
experience, or none at all, are more 
likely to receive low wages. Low pay (29) 
is a rather common feature of jobs 
performed by young people. Using 
ECHP (30) data between 1995 and 2001, 
Quintini and Martin (2006) found that 
the incidence of low pay among young 
workers tends to decrease over time 
and exit rates from low pay are rela-
tively high, and higher than exit rates 
from   non-employment, supporting the 
29) (   Defined as an hourly wage lower than 
2/3 of the median wage. 
30) (   European Community Household Panel.
argument that it is better (for career 
progression) to be working in a low-
paid job than to have no job at all. (31) 
Even in the absence of labour market 
segmentation, school-to-work transi-
tions can involve significant chal-
lenges, mainly reflecting the way 
fluctuations in economic activity 
have an amplified impact on youth 
labour market outcomes (see 8.2), 
31) (   Quintini and Martin (2006) present evi-
dence suggesting that low-pay traps for 
youth (i.e. persons spending 2 to 3 years 
in low-paid jobs while working for 5 years) 
are less likely than NEET (Not in Employ-
ment, Education or Training) traps. 
Chart 19: Share of youth not in education, employment or training (NEET)  
in 2007 - work status breakdown
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Source: LFS anonymised microdata set. DG EMPL calculations. 
Sample restricted to youth aged 15 to 24 years.
Chart 20: Share of youth not in education, employment or training (NEET)  
in 2007 - gender breakdown
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Ranking of countries based on ascending order of the share of total NEET. 
Source: LFS anonymised microdata set. DG EMPL calculations. 
Sample restricted to youth aged 15 to 24 years.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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and the negative and lasting effects 
that spells of unemployment at early 
ages have on future employment 
and wage prospects (see 5.3). 
Does youth  5.3. 
unemployment 
produce blemishes  
or lasting scars?
There is ample evidence that a spell in 
unemployment early in adult life (i.e. 
in the early 20s) has long lasting neg-
ative effects in terms of both future 
employment and wage prospects, 
well beyond the duration of the 
initial episode, although researchers 
seems to be somewhat divided as 
regards the scale of the impact. 
In a very influential paper, Ellwood 
(1979) examined the persistence and 
long-term impacts of early labour mar-
ket experiences, focusing on the long-
term consequences of early spells out of 
work for male teenagers. In this work, 
the author addressed the major techni-
cal problem of separating differences 
in employment and wages that are 
causally related to early unemployment 
spells from differences that are due to 
unobserved personal characteristics cor-
related with early unemployment. 
After controlling for individual dif-
ferences, Ellwood (1979) found that 
adverse employment effects decline 
very quickly, while wage penalties 
are persistent. He suggests that 
early   non-employment spells impose 
a heavy cost on those affected by 
preventing them from accumulat-
Chart 21: Share of youth not in education, employment or training (NEET)  
in 2007 - education breakdown
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Ranking of countries based on ascending order of the share of total NEET. 
Source: LFS anonymised microdata set. DG EMPL calculations. 
Sample restricted to youth aged 15 to 24 years.
Box 1: The YOUNEX (1) project 
DG Research is carrying out a research project on youth at risk of exclusion, namely the 
YOUNEX (“Youth, Unemployment and Exclusion in Europe”) project. It aims to investigate 
the effects of youth unemployment and precariousness on social and political integration/
exclusion, covering 6 European cities in 5 Member States (France, Germany, Italy, Poland 
and Sweden) plus Switzerland. This project looks at policy, institutional and societal factors 
which may affect integration/exclusion. Among the tentative conclusions reached so far, it 
is worth mentioning the following:
Risks of exclusion for unemployed and precarious youth vary greatly by country,  1. 
depending on the labour market policy-mix. Whereas access to unemployment 
benefits is important, labour market regulations have also an impact, in particular 
dismissal rules and ease of use of temporary contracts.
Integration of the youth can best be achieved through a multi-layer governance,  2. 
encompassing not only the national and EU levels, but also local institutional actors 
such as municipalities which often have a better knowledge of the situation and of 
the risks involved.
Besides institutional bodies, civil society organisations often provide important  3. 
support to youth in unemployment or in precarious situations by, on the one hand, 
providing opportunities for political participation and awareness and, on the other 
hand, by offering support services, complementing or filling the gaps of existing 
welfare systems. For these reasons, the study calls for a closer involvement of such 
organisations on both the design and implementation of youth policies.    
1)  For details see the project’s website ( ( http://www.younex.unige.ch). It was launched on 
1/05/2008 and is due to be completed on 30/04/2011. 
Table 5: Synthetic cohort followed between 2004 and 2007
Panel A: Correlations
2005 2006 2007
2004
Pearson 
Correlation
.938 .914 .881
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
N 194 202 203
Panel B: Paired Differences
td f
Sig. 
(2-tailed) Mean
Std. 
Deviation
Std.  
Error Mean
95% Confidence Interval  
of the Difference
Lower Upper
NEET in 2004 - NEET in 2007 .01927 .06780 .00476 .00988 .02865 4.049 202 .000
Source: LFS anonymised microdata set. DG EMPL calculations. 
Sample restricted to youth aged 15 to 24 years.Chapter 3  Youth and segmentation in EU labour markets
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ing work experience, which reduces 
their entire human and social capi-
tal, and which is reflected in lower 
future wages. 
Using UK data from the National 
Child Development Survey (NCDS), 
Gregg and Tominey (2005) found 
that unemployment at the age of 23 
leaves a sizeable ‘wage scar’, lasting 
for the following 20 years. After con-
trolling for a number of individual 
characteristics, the authors suggest 
the existence of a causal relation 
between early unemployment spells 
and a significant and lasting wage 
penalty at the age of 42: of 12% to 
15% (for multiple spells) or limited to 
8% to 10% (for a single spell). 
Mroz and Savage (2006), while 
acknowledging that young people 
do not fully recover from the adverse 
impact of unemployment, refute the 
notion that young men in the United 
States who experience unemployment 
necessarily become trapped in a cycle 
of low-pay (temporary) jobs punctuat-
ed by spells of unemployment. Using 
a US sample from the National Longi-
tudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY), and 
after controlling for the endogeneity 
of decisions on the accumulation of 
human capital, they find that young 
people react to an unemployment 
spell by seeking out training in order 
to mitigate the impact of unemploy-
ment on their initial planned profile 
of human capital. 
Using UK data from the NCDS, Bell 
and Blanchflower (2009) also find that 
youth unemployment (in a person’s 
early twenties) continues to have a 
negative effect in terms of unemploy-
ment, health status, wages and job 
satisfaction up to two decades later 
(compared with the effect of a spell 
of unemployment in a person’s early 
thirties). In other words, these authors 
argue that youth unemployment pro-
duces permanent scars rather than 
temporary blemishes. 
SEGMENTATION,  6. 
WAGES AND HUMAN 
CAPITAL FORMATION 
Segmentation  6.1. 
and wages
A possible important adverse effect 
of duality on labour market outcomes 
may come through wage pressure. 
Boeri (2010b) argues that higher num-
bers of temporary workers increase 
the bargaining position of permanent 
ones, leading to higher wage pressure 
if trade unions over represent the 
interests of the latter. Using a large 
panel data of Spanish firms covering 
the period 1984 to 1988, Bentolila 
and Dolado (1994) found that a 1% 
increase in the share of temporary 
employment in total employment 
raised the growth rate of permanent 
workers’ wages by 0.3%. Jimeno and 
Toharia (1993) also found evidence of 
higher wage growth in industrial sec-
tors characterised by a higher share 
of temporary workers. They argue 
that such effects may arise from the 
fact that the probability of remain-
ing employed for permanent work-
ers (and so their bargaining power) 
increases with the presence of tem-
porary workers (who have a higher 
probability of being  dismissed). A   
further indication of such effects is 
provided by Bentolila (2010) who 
reports for Spain a real wage increase 
of 2.9% on average during 2009, 
whereas the employment level fell 
by 6.8% in the same year, following 
the economic downturn. Figures for 
the Spanish construction sector are 
even more striking indicating a fall of 
employment by 23% coupled with a 
3.9% increase of real wages. 
Equally, and conversely, the research 
literature suggests that temporary 
contracts often involve a substan-
tial wage penalty for those involved 
(Jimeno and Toharia, 1993; De la Rica, 
2004). The literature on labour mar-
ket segmentation (e.g. see sections 
7 and 8 below) is largely centred on 
the Spanish experience, reflecting as 
already mentioned, the seriousness of 
the problem in that country. Hence, 
findings and policy recommendations 
should not be generalised as they do 
not necessarily apply to other Member 
States. After controlling for personal 
and job characteristics, Jimeno and 
Toharia (1993) found that Spanish per-
manent   workers earned on average 
around 10% more than   temporary 
Box 2: Wage penalty estimates for temporary jobs using SES data
This Box reports some econometric estimates using group averages from the Structure of 
Earnings Survey (SES) conducted in 2006. Similar results were obtained using as dependent 
variable either the logarithm of the mean or the logarithm of the median of hourly wages. (1) 
The control variables are: country, gender, age groups, occupation, education levels and 
type of labour contract (i.e. either permanent or temporary). No additional control variables 
could be used due to having too few observations in smaller cells, raising issues of data 
confidentiality. Ordinary least square regressions were estimated weighted by the number 
of observations in each observation/group average. The regressions involve a total of 9396 
observations/group averages.
Where
j: group average
yj: logarithm of the mean or median of hourly wages in euros
X1: country (26 EU Member States, EU27 excluding Sweden)
X2: gender
X3: age groups (30-; 30-39; 40-49; 50+)
X4: occupation (ISCO1 to ISCO 9)
X5: education levels (low; medium; high)
X6: type of work contract (temporary; permanent)
1)  Only results obtained using median hourly wages are reported. (EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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ones. Similarly, De la Rica (2004) found 
evidence of a 5-10% wage penalty 
for temporary work. It has also been 
argued that, even if wage discrimina-
tion by contract type is illegal, firms 
may under-classify temporary workers 
with respect to their occupational cat-
egory and thereby reduce labour costs 
(Bentolila et al., 2008). Using EU data, 
estimates carried out for this chapter 
suggest that a temporary job involves 
a substantial 14% wage penalty rela-
tive to a permanent one, after con-
trolling for a number of variables (see   
Box 2, Table 7). 
As widely documented in the literature 
(Blau and Kahn, 1997), men earn sig-
nificantly higher wages than women 
even after controlling for measurable 
characteristics related to their produc-
tivity. Using SES data for 2006, when 
all else is equal, the hourly wages of 
women are about 19% lower than 
those of men (see Box 2, Table 7). 
Segmentation,  6.2. 
on-the-job training  
and further education
Temporary work tends to be asso-
ciated with low participation in 
vocational training and thereby a 
reduced accumulation of human cap-
ital. Using Spanish 2001 data, Albert 
et al. (2005) found that workers with 
only temporary contracts were less 
likely to receive firm-provided and/
or financed training than those with 
permanent ones. Using data from 
the European Community Household 
Panel (ECHP), the OECD (2002) also 
found that having a temporary job 
had a negative impact on the prob-
ability of participating in training.
The greater turnover of temporary 
workers, coupled with low conver-
sion rates into permanent contracts, 
reduces incentives to invest in (job-
specific) human capital (Dolado et 
al., 2002; Bentolila et al., 2008). Guell 
and Petrongolo (2003) argue that the 
negative impact of temporary work 
on vocational training also depends 
on whether temporary contracts are 
mainly used to lower wage costs or 
as a screening device for entry-level 
jobs, with the effect being greater in 
the former case. 
Dolado et al. (2002) and Dolado and 
Stucchi (2008) report evidence of a 
negative impact of a large use of 
temporary work on labour produc-
tivity growth, mainly via low par-
ticipation rates in vocational train-
ing. Since the mid-1990s, Spain has 
been registering, together with a 
very high share of temporary work, 
a   significant   slowdown in labour 
productivity growth (32) which can-
not simply be explained by the rapid 
growth in unskilled/low productivity 
labour. In fact, in the same period a 
sharp decline in the growth rate of 
Total Factor Productivity (TFP) has 
also occurred (33). Using Spanish data 
for the period 1991 to 2005, Dolado 
and Stucchi (2008) found that firms 
with a higher share of temporary 
workers are less productive, while 
those with high conversion rates of 
temporary contracts into permanent 
ones are more productive (for a given 
share of temporary work). The former 
effect can be explained by the lower 
investment in training of temporary 
workers, whereas the latter should 
be attributed to the lower in-work 
effort of workers, reflecting their per-
ceived low probability of becoming 
permanent workers. The OECD (2010) 
report also found no evidence of, or 
a negative, cross-country correlation 
between the share of temporary work 
and total factor productivity (TFP). 
32) (   The average annual growth rate of GDP per 
hour worked fell from 2.9% in the 1970-
1994 period to 0.3% in 1995-2005 period. 
33) (   The average annual growth rate of TFP 
has decreased from 0.6% in the 1980-1994 
period to -0.8% in 1995-2005 period.
Table 6: Analysis of variance table
Dependent Variable: logarithm of the median of hourly wages
Source Sum of Squares Variables DF Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 57062952   40 1426574 86206979 0,000
Intercept 17809246  1 17809246 1076201833 0,000
Country 43611750 x1 25 1744470 105417252 0,000
Gender 598529 x2 1 598529 36168749 0,000
Age classes 678205 x3 3 226068 13661162 0,000
Occupation 2988498 x4 8 373562 22574137 0,000
Education 407397 x5 2 203698 12309361 0,000
Type of contract 135979 x6 1 135979 8217131 0,000
Error 1375402  83114677 0    
Total 461811618   83114718    
Corrected  Total 58438353   83114717    
Adjusted R Squared = 0.976. 
All variables are significant at 1%.
Table 7: Contrast results
Dependent Variable: logarithm of the median of hourly wages
95% confidence
Parameter Difference Std. Error Sig. Lower bound Upper bound
Type of contract a)
Temporary
-0.142 0.000 0.000 -0.142 -0.142
Gender b)
Women
-0.191 0.000 0.000 -0.191 -0.190
Reference category: a) permanent; b) men.Chapter 3  Youth and segmentation in EU labour markets
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Using a sample of Italian firms, Boeri 
and Garibaldi (2007) found that the 
share of temporary workers has a large 
negative impact on firm-level produc-
tivity growth, after controlling for a 
number of firm and worker character-
istics. These authors argue that rising 
employment levels, in the aftermath 
of two-tier EPL reforms that facilitate 
the use of temporary work, led to fall-
ing labour productivity via decreasing 
marginal returns for labour. They also 
found that countries introducing flex-
ibility at the margin have subsequently 
experienced a rise in the employment 
intensity of growth – the counter-part 
of declining productivity. 
Chart 22 shows the cross-country cor-
relation between the use of tempo-
rary contracts and the growth rate of 
TFP in the EU.
The information, based on ECHP data, 
suggests that firms provide considera-
bly less education or training opportu-
nities to temporary workers than they 
do to permanent workers (Chart 23). 
Data from the European Company Sur-
vey (2008) also suggest that firms regu-
larly pay less attention to the training 
needs of temporary workers compared 
to those of their permanent coun-
terparts – a gap of about 30% in the 
EU - which is likely to be reflected in 
fewer training opportunities financed 
by enterprises (Chart 24).
Likewise, the Adult Education Sur-
vey (34) (AES) carried out in 2007 also 
suggests that participation rates 
in Continuous Vocational Training 
(CVT) - using non-formal education 
as a proxy indicator - are higher for 
permanent workers than for tem-
porary workers in a majority of EU 
Member States (Chart 25). 
34) (   The Adult Education Surveys (AES) are part 
of the EU Statistics on lifelong learning. 
The surveys cover participation in educa-
tion and lifelong learning activities (for-
mal, non-formal and informal learning). 
All definitions apply to all persons aged 
25-64. The AES are planned to be con-
ducted every five years. The total sample 
size for the first 24 countries participating 
in the 2007 wave is about 170 000. 
Chart 22: Temporary work and Total Factor Productivity (TFP)
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Chart 24: Are further training needs systematically checked at regular intervals?
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DG EMPL calculations.
Chart 23: Education or training provided by the employer
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On the other hand, figures for par-
ticipation rates in formal (as opposed 
to non-formal) education suggest the 
presence of a ‘catching-up’ response, 
because take-up rates are higher for 
temporary than permanent workers 
(Chart 26). Mroz and Savage (2006) 
argue that after a spell in unem-
ployment, young people will seek to 
increase their investment in human 
capital as a ‘catch-up’ response to the 
unemployment spell. (35) This result is 
corroborated by the analysis of the 
determinants of formal education in 
box 3 using LFS micro data, which sug-
gests that temporary workers, being in 
a disadvantaged position in terms of 
pay, career prospects and job stability, 
do try to improve their lot by taking 
part in further formal education. 
The remaining part of this section 
uses LFS anonymised microdata for 
the years 2006 and 2007 to evaluate 
the determinants of participation in 
‘formal’ (36) education. It should be 
highlighted that ‘formal’ education is 
not necessarily provided (i.e. free or 
subsidised) by firms, therefore there 
is no ex-ante presumption that par-
ticipation rates for temporary work-
ers will be lower than for permanent 
ones. Furthermore, the analysis of its 
determinants is carried out from the 
perspective of employees. 
An econometric model is used to 
identify individual and firm charac-
teristics that influence the likelihood/
odds of employed people partici-
pating in further ‘formal’ education 
(see box 3). Overall, results suggest 
the existence of a ‘catching-up’ 
effect: a temporary worker with a 
lower or median level of education 
is more likely to take part in further 
35) (   Mroz and Savage (2006) find that recent 
unemployment has a significant positive 
effect on whether young people take 
part in training today. However, despite 
this catch-up response and an absence of 
persistent unemployment effects, they 
find evidence of long-lived ‘blemishes’ 
from unemployment.
36) ( Student or apprentice in regular education 
during the last 4 weeks (LFS’s EDUCSTAT 
variable). The same exercise was carried out 
for ‘informal’ education (COURATT), but 
results were not found to be sufficiently 
conclusive to be worth reporting. 
  education than a permanent worker 
and/or one with tertiary education. 
Work-life reconciliation aspects also 
seem to play a role, as single workers 
and part-time workers are more like-
ly to participate in further education 
than full-time or married ones. 
According to the estimated odds-
ratio (37), male workers have a 23% 
37) (   The odds ratio is the ratio of odds of an 
event occurring in one group (e.g. men) 
to the odds of it occurring in another 
group (e.g. women). An odds ratio great-
er than 1 indicates that the event is more 
likely to occur in the first group. An odds 
ratio less than 1 indicates that the event 
is less likely to occur in the first group.  
greater likelihood than female work-
ers of participating in further ‘formal’ 
education. Taking part in further ‘for-
mal’ education shows a very marked 
age profile (Chart 27), reflecting the 
well-established fact that returns to 
education decrease strongly with age 
(Cahuc and Zylberberg, 2005). The 
evidence shows that young adults 
(aged 20-24) are ten times more 
likely to participate in further ‘for-
mal’ education than workers aged 
60-64 (38), but that participation in 
further education declines rapidly 
with age as workers aged 35-44 and 
50-54 are only respectively three and 
38) (   The reference category.
Chart 25: Participation rate in non-formal education (broadly equivalent to CVT)  
of individuals aged 25-64 in 2007
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Source: Adult Education Survey (2007). 
Ranking of countries based on descending order of participation of permanent workers 
EU17 is a non-weighted average.
Chart 26: Participation rate in formal education of individuals aged 25-64 in 2007
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Source: Adult Education Survey (2007). 
Ranking of countries based on descending order of participation of permanent workers 
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two times more likely to do so than 
those aged 60-64. Firm size also plays 
a significant role in that workers in 
small or medium sized firms are less 
likely to take part in further educa-
tion than workers in larger firms. (39) 
Overall, the main conclusion of this 
section is that, on the one hand, tem-
porary workers tend to have reduced 
access to on-the-job training than 
permanent ones while, on the other 
hand, they are more likely to par-
ticipate in further ‘formal’ educa-
tion (i.e. distinct from firm-provided 
training) than permanent workers, 
suggesting the existence of a catch-
ing-up effect, i.e. temporary workers 
attempting to overcome their disad-
vantaged economic situation.  
39) (   With more than 50 workers.
Chart 27: Odds-ratio for taking part in further ‘formal’ education 
- reference category 60-64 -
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Box 3: Determinants of participation in further ‘formal’ education using LFS micro data 
A logistic regression is estimated to identify the determinants of participation in ‘formal’ 
education from the perspective of employed people. Explanatory variables include both 
individual and firm characteristics. The number of observations totals close to 2.3 million, 
covering the years 2006 and 2007. Twenty five EU Member States are covered (EU27 minus 
MT and IE). Regressions are estimated weighting observations by the weighting variable 
provided in the dataset (COEFF). The odds ratio of participating in ‘formal’ education is 
modelled as:
where
i: individual
j: country
t: year
P: probability
yijt: {0: non-participation; 1: participation}
X1: Year 
X2: Country
X3:   Experience (0-1, 2-3, 4-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, 21-25, 26+) proxied by the number of 
years since highest education level was completed
X4: Gender
X5: Age groups (20-24, 25-29, 30-34, 35-39, 40-44, 45-49, 50-54, 55-59, 60-64)
X6: Marital status (1: widowed, divorced or separated; 2: single; 3: married)
X7: Work status (1: self-employment; 2: permanent work; 3: temporary work)
X8: Full/part-time 
X9: Education level (1: primary; 2: secondary; 3: tertiary)
X10: Size of the firm (number of people working in the local unit): (1-10; 11-19; 20-49; 50+)
X11: Supervisory role (1: Yes; 2: No)
X12: Economic activities (NACE at 1 digit)
X13: Occupations (ISCO at 1 digit)EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Table 8: Determinants of ‘formal’ education (EDUCSTAT)
Var. Odds Ratio S.E. Wald DF Sig.
Men a) x4 1.228 0.022 88 1 .000 ***
Work status b) x7 ***
Self-employment 0.398 0.077 145 1 .000 ***
Permanent work  0.395 0.024 1559 1 .000 ***
Full-time c) x8 0.364 0.024 1785 1 .000 ***
Age group d) x5
20-24 10.286 0.141 271 1 .000 ***
25-29 4.806 0.140 125 1 .000 ***
30-34 3.306 0.140 73 1 .000 ***
35-39 3.014 0.140 62 1 .000 ***
40-44 3.038 0.139 63 1 .000 ***
45-49 2.874 0.139 58 1 .000 ***
50-54 2.118 0.142 28 1 .000 ***
55-59 1.304 0.153 3 1 .083 *
Marital status e) x6
Widowed, divorced or separated 1.390 0.045 55 1 .000 ***
Single 1.608 0.026 324 1 .000 ***
Education f) x9
Primary 1.464 0.043 79 1 .000 ***
Secondary 1.429 0.027 179 1 .000 ***
Years since highest education level was completed g) x3
0-1 5.862 0.060 867 1 .000 ***
2-3 6.077 0.058 952 1 .000 ***
4-5 4.821 0.059 711 1 .000 ***
6-10 3.255 0.056 440 1 .000 ***
11-15 2.373 0.059 215 1 .000 ***
16-20 1.814 0.061 94 1 .000 ***
21-25 1.499 0.061 43 1 .000 ***
Size of the firm (number of people working at the local unit) h) x10
1-10 0.809 0.027 60 1 .000 ***
11-19 0.894 0.032 12 1 .000 ***
20-49 0.934 0.027 6 1 .011 **
Supervisory role i) x11
Yes 1.131 0.027 20 1 .000 ***
Economic activities (NACE at 1 digit) j) x12
A - agriculture, hunting and fostery 0.296 0.334 13 1 .000 ***
B - fishing 0.244 0.750 4 1 .060 *
C - mining and quarrying 0.452 0.358 5 1 .027 **
D - manufacturing 0.374 0.315 10 1 .002 ***
E - electricity, gas and water supply 0.520 0.331 4 1 .048 **
F - construction 0.337 0.318 12 1 .001 ***
G - wholesale and retail trade 0.410 0.315 8 1 .005 ***
H - hotels and restaurants 0.548 0.317 4 1 .057 *
I - transport, storage and communication 0.405 0.317 8 1 .004 ***
J - financial intermediation 0.489 0.317 5 1 .024 **
K - real estate, renting and business activities 0.495 0.315 5 1 .026 **
L - public administration and defence 0.598 0.316 3 1 .103
M - education 0.744 0.315 1 1 .348
N - health and social work 0.562 0.315 3 1 .067 *
O - othe community, social and personal service activities 0.497 0.317 5 1 .027 **
P - private households with employed persons 0.535 0.335 3 1 .062 *
Occupations (ISCO at 1 digit) k) x13
ISCO1 - legislators, senior officials and managers 2.515 0.061 231 1 .000 ***
ISCO2 - professionals 2.926 0.052 427 1 .000 ***
ISCO3 - technicians and associate professionals 2.800 0.048 465 1 .000 ***
ISCO4 - clerks 2.376 0.049 314 1 .000 ***
ISCO5 - service workers and shop and market sales workers 1.958 0.048 199 1 .000 ***
ISCO6 - skilled agricultural and fishery workers 1.717 0.131 17 1 .000 ***
ISCO7 - craft and related trades workers 1.320 0.056 25 1 .000 ***
ISCO8 - plant and machine operators and assemblers 0.920 0.067 2 1 .209
Nagelkerke R Square .305
Reference category: a) Women; b) Temporary work; c) Part-time; d) Age group 60-64; e) Married; f) Tertiary education; g) 26+;   
h) 50+; i) No; j) Q - extra-territorial organisations and bodies; k) ISCO9: elementary occupations.        
*, **, ***: significant at 10%, 5% and 1% respectively.Chapter 3  Youth and segmentation in EU labour markets
139
SEGMENTATION  7. 
AND LABOUR MARKET 
TRANSITIONS
Segmentation  7.1. 
increases job 
separations
Two-tier EPL reforms that facili-
tate the use of temporary contracts 
tend to increase both the number 
of recruitments and the number of 
separations or dismissals, since firms 
have limited incentives to convert 
temporary contracts into permanent 
ones given the much higher firing 
costs of the latter. 
Guell and Petrongolo (2003) found 
that, between 1987 and 2002, the 
conversion rate of temporary into 
permanent jobs for Spanish workers 
in the manufacturing sector was on 
average only around 10%, implying 
that a large proportion of temporary 
workers undergo recurrent unem-
ployment spells between temporary 
contracts. 
Blanchard and Landier (2002) argue 
that two-tier EPL reforms that ease 
regulations on the use of tempo-
rary contracts can actually end up 
increasing aggregate unemploy-
ment and reducing workers’ wel-
fare. Although the greater use 
of temporary contracts may foster 
hiring, particularly for young and/
or inexperienced workers, it can 
also reduce conversion rates of 
temporary into permanent jobs, 
even when workers and jobs seem 
well matched, as firms may prefer 
to ‘churn’ (or rotate) temporary 
workers instead of bearing the 
potential costs of having to fire 
permanent ones. Thus the easing 
of temporary contracts in France 
since the early 1980s, which affect-
ed in particular young workers, is 
seen to have increased the rate of 
job turnover with no substantial 
reduction in unemployment dura-
tion, leading to an overall   negative 
impact on welfare.
Using an extension of Mortensen 
and Pissarides’ matching model that 
considers both temporary and per-
manent contracts, Cahuc and Postel-
Vinay (2001) find that temporary 
contracts foster both job creation 
and destruction, but the latter effect 
dominates when firing costs of per-
manent contracts are high. In equi-
librium, such segmentation increases 
the aggregate unemployment rate 
and lowers welfare. As in Blanchard 
and Landier (2002), the key point is 
that the regulatory asymmetry in EPL 
creates a strong disincentive for firms 
to transform temporary   contracts 
into permanent ones. 
In an efficiency wage setting (40), Guell 
(2000) argued that the liberalisation 
of temporary contracts may trigger a 
substitution of temporary workers for 
permanent ones, because wages can 
be set lower for the former as firms 
can use the option of converting a 
temporary contract into a permanent 
one as an incentive mechanism to elicit 
workers’ effort on the job. Using micro 
data for nine European countries, 
Kahn (2010) found evidence of sub-
stitution of temporary for permanent 
workers in countries that have eased 
regulations on the use of temporary 
contracts, with no effect on aggregate 
employment levels. In fact, the intro-
duction of temporary contracts does 
not seem to have changed aggregate 
employment, only its composition. It 
has to be underlined, however, that 
such substitution occurs gradually over 
time and as a result of the natural 
attrition of permanent workers, e.g. 
through retirement or voluntary quits. 
Saint-Paul (2000) compared labour 
market flows in Spain, France and the 
US, finding that Spain had a slightly 
higher job finding rate and a substan-
tially higher job loss rate than France 
(and similar to that in the US). The 
latter accounts for the higher unem-
ployment rate in Spain, suggesting 
that the liberalisation of temporary 
contracts has pushed Spain towards 
40) (   Namely one where wage rates are delib-
erately set or maintained above labour 
marginal productivity in order to deter 
the employees concerned from ‘shirking’ 
on the job i.e. not giving of their best. 
the ‘worst of both worlds’, namely 
a job creation rate close to a rigid 
labour market, and a job destruction 
rate typical of a flexible one. 
Segmentation,  7.2. 
labour flows and long-
term unemployment
As regards labour market flows, a 
high incidence of temporary con-
tracts has a large positive impact 
on the magnitude of labour market 
dynamics. Using a sample of large 
Spanish firms in the period 1993-
1994, Garcia-Serrano (1998) found 
that the size of both job (41) and 
labour turnover rates varied strong-
ly by type of employment contract, 
being much higher for temporary 
work. The analysis suggests that a 
rise of 1% in the share of tem-
porary employment increases flows 
from employment to unemployment 
by 0.26, flows from unemployment 
to employment by 0.16, and flows 
between jobs by 0.34. Another inter-
esting difference emerges, namely 
that temporary contracts are much 
more likely than permanent ones to 
be associated with job-to-job flows 
(employment rotation) than with the 
creation or destruction of jobs. 
As regards the impact of temporary 
contracts on the incidence of long-
term unemployment (LTU) and the 
duration of unemployment, Bentolila 
et al. (2008) found that during an eco-
nomic expansion phase, LTU tended 
to decrease in Spain, while in slow-
down/recession periods there were 
episodes of LTU increases, despite a 
persistently high share of temporary 
employment. Following the labour 
market reforms introduced in Spain 
in the late 1990s-early 2000s aimed at 
reducing the EPL gap, LTU decreased 
(Dolado et al., 2002). 
Guell (2006) found that the 1984 
liberalisation of temporary con-
tracts in Spain increased the dura-
tion dependence of unemployment 
– in other words, the probability of 
41) (   See footnote 5.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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exiting unemployment declines with 
the duration of unemployment. The 
intuitive explanation is that tempo-
rary workers go through recurrent 
short unemployment spells given the 
low conversion rates of temporary 
contracts into permanent ones and 
so systematically push the long-term 
unemployed further back along the 
hiring ‘queue’, decreasing their prob-
ability of exiting unemployment. 
Chart 28 suggests the existence of 
a negative correlation between the 
incidence of temporary work and 
the share of long-term unemployed 
in EU Member States. However, such 
evidence is quite weak as the correla-
tion is statistically significant only for 
workers in the age bracket 15 to 39.
Segmentation  7.3. 
and transitions 
from temporary 
to permanent 
employment
The low conversion rates of tempo-
rary into permanent contracts found 
in the empirical literature have led 
some authors (e.g. Guell and Petro-
ngolo, 2007) to investigate other pos-
sible roles for temporary contracts as:
a device for firms to  1.  screen work-
ers’ ability/productivity,
a  2.  buffer to allow firms to adjust 
their actual employment to their 
optimal demand levels.
The screening role of temporary con-
tracts results from the existence of 
asymmetric or incomplete informa-
tion in the sense that firms and work-
ers need time to assess the produc-
tivity/suitability of a particular job 
match before committing themselves 
to a more lasting association. 
Alternatively, for firms facing adverse 
(and temporary) shocks, temporary 
workers may provide a buffer to 
adjust employment levels, while per-
mitting them to keep stable levels 
of permanent workers, thereby cut-
ting adjustment costs both in terms 
of severance payments and losses in 
firm-specific human capital. 
A prevalence of the latter type of 
behaviour over the former would be 
an indication of a truly segmented 
labour market, i.e. one in which tem-
porary jobs are just a cheaper and 
more flexible alternative to perma-
nent work.
Using Spanish data for the period 
1987-2002, Guell and Petrongolo 
(2003) assessed the use of tempo-
rary contracts, their determinants and 
conversion rates into permanent con-
tracts. They found ‘spikes’ in conver-
sion rates after one year, and after 
three years, of job tenure, where the 
latter coincides with the maximum 
legal duration of temporary contracts 
in Spain. Findings suggest a dou-
ble use for temporary contracts: as a 
screening device that leads to conver-
sions into permanent jobs after one 
year, but also as a ‘forced’ conversion 
mechanism at the maximum legal 
duration of temporary contracts, with 
the latter being used more frequently 
for low-skilled workers.
Booth et al. (2002) have looked at the 
use of temporary contracts in the UK 
between 1991 and 1997, i.e. a labour 
market that, unlike the Spanish one, 
is less strictly regulated with regard 
to permanent contracts. They found 
evidence that temporary contracts 
represent effective stepping stones to 
permanent jobs and that the wage 
penalty associated with their use at 
the start of a career tends to be transi-
tory, i.e. temporary workers tend to 
catch up with permanent workers in 
terms of lifelong earnings. Evidence 
for Sweden (Larsson et al., 2005) is also 
positive overall, suggesting that hav-
ing a (long-duration) temporary con-
tract reduces the risk of future unem-
ployment, and raises the probability of 
being offered a permanent one at the 
same establishment 2 to 2½ years after 
the start of the temporary one.
An indication of the ease with which it 
is possible to move from temporary to 
permanent work can be obtained by 
calculating transition rates (42). Chart 
29 plots the (odds)-ratio between the 
share of temporary workers moving 
to a permanent job in one year rela-
tive to the share of those remaining 
in a temporary job. A value higher 
than one indicates a greater chance 
of moving to a more stable job in one 
year than remaining in a temporary 
job, suggesting a stepping stone role 
for temporary work.
42) (   I.e. the percentage of workers in a tem-
porary job in year t moving to a perma-
nent job in year t+1.
Chart 28: Temporary work and Long-Term Unemployment (LTU) in the EU
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The results suggest that those Member 
States which have pursued two-tier EPL 
reforms tend to have odd-ratios lower 
than one (Belgium, Greece, Spain, 
France, Italy and Portugal, together 
with some new Member States such as 
the Czech Republic, Cyprus, Poland and 
Slovenia), suggesting that temporary 
workers may be ‘trapped’. Conversely, 
in Ireland, Latvia, Slovakia and the UK, 
temporary workers are 1.5 to 2 times 
more likely to move to a permanent 
contract in one year than they are to 
remain in a temporary one. 
Charts 30 to 32 break down the 
temporary-to-permanent transitions 
by gender, age groups, and educa-
tion level. The cross-country patterns 
are not as clear cut as in the overall 
indicator, suggesting a degree of 
heterogeneity with respect to differ-
ent variables. 
As regards gender (Chart 30), in a  UÊ
majority of Member States (43) men 
stand a better chance of   moving 
43) (   I.e. 11 out of 19 for which data are avail-
able.
to a permanent contract than 
women, with the gap being larger 
in Greece, Italy, Cyprus, Slovakia, 
Slovenia and the UK. The oppo-
site is found in Latvia, Lithuania,   
Luxembourg, Austria and Sweden.
As regards age groups (Chart 31),  UÊ
in a majority of Member States (44) 
younger workers (in the 15-24 and/
or 25-34 age brackets) have better 
chances of moving to a permanent 
contract, with such gaps being par-
ticularly marked in Ireland, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Hungary and the UK. 
However, the opposite occurs in 
Spain, Italy, Slovenia and Finland, 
where the ratio is highest for older 
workers (55 to 64), and Luxem-
bourg, Portugal, Slovakia and   
Sweden, where it is highest for 
workers in the 35-54 age group.
As regards education (Chart 32),  UÊ
workers with primary-level educa-
tion have the lowest chance of 
moving rapidly to a permanent 
contract in a majority of Member 
States (45). However, the relation-
ship between education and the 
odds-ratio does not seem to be 
monotonic (46), as in about half of 
the Member States considered the 
odds are higher for workers with 
secondary education than they are 
for those with a college degree 
(particularly in Belgium, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Hungary and Austria). 
However, people with tertiary 
education have the best transition 
chances in seven countries (Ireland, 
France, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, 
Slovenia and Finland). 
44) (   12 out of 20.
45) (   11 out of 19.
46) (   I.e. the odd-ratio increasing/decreasing 
with the level of education.
Chart 29: Transition rates from temporary to permanent contracts
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Source: EU SILC, using the longitudinal component of the anonymised microdata set. 
DG EMPL calculations.
Notes: 2006-2007 averages for CY, CZ, HU, LT, LV, PL, SE, SI, SK and UK;  
2004-2007 average for LU; 2005-2006 average for IE.  
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Chart 30: Transition rates from temporary to permanent contracts, by gender
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Source: DG EMPL calculations based on the EU SILC anonymised microdata set.
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Determinants of  7.4. 
labour market and pay 
transitions
This section examines the determi-
nants of some labour market and 
pay transitions, namely transitions 
from non-employment to employ-
ment, transitions from a temporary 
to a permanent job, and transi-
tions from low pay to higher pay. 
Both one-year and two-year transi-
tions are calculated using micro-
data from the anonymised EU SILC 
set, together with some aggregate 
labour   market variables. 
Logistic regressions are estimated to 
determine individual, family characteris-
tics and some institutional/policy settings/
variables that influence the likelihood/
odds-ratio of a particular transition:
Individual characteristics consid- UÊ
ered include: gender, age group, 
highest level of education attained, 
number of years spent in paid work, 
and occupation. 
Family characteristics include: mar- UÊ
ital status, presence of children 
under 13 in the household, and 
presence in the household of other 
employed individuals. 
Policy/institutional variables  UÊ
include whether the individual 
is receiving unemployment ben-
efits as a proxy for the replace-
ment rate (47)
Aggregate (i.e. country specific)  UÊ
variables include the net replace-
ment rate, employment protec-
tion, total and long term unem-
ployment rates. 
All regressions include country, year 
and degree of urbanisation dum-
mies, and are estimated for indi-
viduals aged between 15 and 64. All 
regressions are estimated weighting 
observations by the personal base 
weight variable. (48)
Table 9 shows the effects of the var-
iables listed on the probability of 
moving from joblessness to employ-
ment. In overall qualitative terms, 
the results are similar to those 
obtained using the ECHP (European 
Commission, 2004). The odds-ratio 
quantifies the changes in the prob-
ability of moving from non-employ-
ment to employment relative to 
a reference category. (49) Thus men 
have a 44% greater chance than 
women of moving into employ-
ment after one year (45% after two 
years). This effect is highly signifi-
cant from a statistical point of view, 
which is indicated in the Table with 
three asterisks. 
These types of transitions show a 
very marked age profile. Individu-
als aged 25-34 are nearly nine times 
more likely to move into employ-
ment than older workers (aged 
55-64) after one year of joblessness. 
47) (   The ratio of individual unemployment 
benefits (PY090) to the income median 
calculated by country and year; income is 
calculated as the sum of ‘employee cash 
income’ (PY010), ‘non-cash employee 
income’ (PY020), and ‘cash benefits or 
losses from self-employment’ (PY050). 
48) (   PB050. Weighting seems to have uni-
formly inflated the significance test of 
coefficients (Wald test). 
49) (   Marginal effects are computed for con-
tinuous variables, such as the incidence 
of long term unemployment, using aver-
age sample values. In this case any devia-
tions from zero must be interpreted as a 
positive/negative effect. 
Chart 31: Transition rates from temporary to permanent contracts, by age group
0.0
0.5
1.0
1.5
2.0
2.5
3.0
3.5
FR PT CY GR BE FI ES PL IT SI CZ LU LT SE AT HU SK UK LV IE
55-64
35-54
25-34
15-24
o
d
d
 
r
a
t
i
o
 
-
 
m
o
v
i
n
g
 
t
o
 
p
e
r
m
a
n
e
n
t
 
c
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
 
v
s
.
 
r
e
m
a
i
n
i
n
g
i
n
 
t
e
m
p
o
r
a
r
y
 
c
o
n
t
r
a
c
t
 
(
a
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
2
0
0
5
-
0
7
)
Source: DG EMPL calculations based on the anonymised microdata set of SILC.
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Chart 32: Transition rates from temporary to permanent contracts, by education level
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Source: DG EMPL calculations based on the anonymised microdata set of SILC.
Notes: 2006-2007 averages for AT, CY, CZ, FI, HU, LT, LV, PL, SE, SI and SK;  
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The level of qualification also has 
a strong impact on the likelihood 
of finding a job, as not holding 
a tertiary degree incurs dramatic 
penalties in terms of reductions 
of 62% and 42% in the respective 
probability of primary and second-
ary educated individuals finding a 
job after one year. 
Household characteristics also play 
a significant role. Single individuals 
are about 5% more likely to find a 
job after one or two years out of 
work than married people. Being in 
a jobless household reduces one’s 
chances of finding work. After two 
years of joblessness, an individu-
al with no other employed family 
member is 31% less likely to find a 
job than someone with an employed 
family member. Parents with young 
children have higher transition rates 
into employment. 
The degree of urbanisation plays 
also a significant role. Individuals liv-
ing in densely populated areas have 
more difficulty finding a job than 
those living in thinly populated areas 
particularly after two years of job-
lessness (a reduction of 18% in the 
probability of moving into employ-
ment). A rise in the incidence of long-
term unemployment also reduces the 
  probability of finding a job. 
An interesting result is that the 
(proxy for the) replacement rate 
of unemployment benefits sug-
gests that the duration of unem-
ployment benefits might be det-
rimental to finding employment, 
broadly following economic theory 
(Cahuc and Zylberberg, 2005), with 
the marginal effect of the replace-
ment rate on the odds-ratio being 
much higher for two-year than for 
one-year transitions. 
Table 10 presents the analysis under-
taken concerning transitions from 
temporary to permanent employ-
ment. It suggests the following:
Being a man and belonging to a  1. 
younger age group have a signifi-
cant positive effect on moving to 
more stable employment. 
Not having an academic degree  2. 
significantly reduces the like-
lihood of getting a permanent 
contract. An individual with pri-
mary (secondary) education is only 
about ½ (2/3) as likely as a tertiary 
educated individual to find a per-
manent job after two years of 
holding a temporary one.
Experience in the labour mar- 3. 
ket (i.e. number of years in paid 
work) also helps moving into a 
permanent job.
Table 9: Determinants of transitions from ‘Non-employment’ to ‘Employment’ - EU a) - pooled data 2004-2007
1-year transitions 2-years transitions
Odds Ratio S.E. Wald DF Sig. Odds Ratio S.E. Wald DF Sig.
Men a) 1.439 0.000 2.E+06 1 .000 *** 1.453 0.000 1.E+06 1 .000 ***
Age group b)
15-24 4.163 0.001 5.E+06 1 .000 *** 5.597 0.001 4.E+06 1 .000 ***
25-34 8.916 0.001 1.E+07 1 .000 *** 13.438 0.001 1.E+07 1 .000 ***
35-54 5.685 0.001 1.E+07 1 .000 *** 7.617 0.001 8.E+06 1 .000 ***
Marital Status c)
Single 1.046 0.000 1.E+04 1 .000 *** 1.053 0.000 1.E+04 1 .000 ***
Education d)
Primary 0.378 0.000 6.E+06 1 .000 *** 0.367 0.000 4.E+06 1 .000 ***
Secondary 0.575 0.000 2.E+06 1 .000 *** 0.548 0.000 2.E+06 1 .000 ***
Degree of Urbanisation e)
Densely populated area 0.929 0.000 4.E+04 1 .000 *** 0.816 0.000 2.E+05 1 .000 ***
Intermediate area 0.959 0.000 1.E+04 1 .000 *** 0.866 0.000 9.E+04 1 .000 ***
Other employed individuals in the household  f)
No 0.786 0.000 5.E+05 1 .000 *** 0.688 0.000 8.E+05 1 .000 ***
Children younger than 13 in the household g)
No 0.925 0.000 6.E+04 1 .000 *** 0.936 0.000 3.E+04 1 .000 ***
Receiving or not Unemployment Benefits 
(not in employment 1 year ago)
h)
No 0.314 0.000 6.E+06 1 .000 *** 0.510 0.001 1.E+06 1 .000 ***
Receiving or not Unemployment Benefits 
(not in employment 2 years ago)
i)
No ---------- -------- --------- ----- ------ ----- 0.384 0.001 2.E+06 1 .000 ***
Proxy for the replacement rate j) -0.020# 0.001 1.E+04 1 .000 *** -0.496# 0.002 2.E+05 1 .000 ***
Incidence of long term unemployment 
(long-term total unemployment over total 
unemployment)
k) -0.110# 0.007 3.E+03 1 .000 *** -0.107# 0.011 2.E+02 1 .000 ***
Unweighted number of cases 120329 50758
Pseudo R2: Nagelkerke R Square 0.166 0.226
a) 22 EU Member States: AT, BE, CY, CZ, DK, EE, ES, FI, FR, EL, HU, IE, IT, LT, LU, LV, PL, PT, SE, SI, SK, UK.
Reference category: a) Women; b) Age group 55-64; c) Married; d) Tertiary education; e) Thinly populated area; f) Yes; g) Yes; h) 
Yes; i) Yes; j) Continuous; k) Continuous . # Marginal effects computed at the average sample value. ***: significant at 1%.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Household characteristics also  4. 
play an important and similar role 
to that played in transitions from 
non-employment to employment. 
Single individuals are about 5% to 
6% more likely to find a perma-
nent job than married people after 
one or two years on a temporary 
contract. Being a single earner 
facilitates the transition to a per-
manent job, particularly after two 
years. Parents with young children 
have higher transition rates into 
permanent employment.
The degree of urbanisation also  5. 
plays a role. Individuals living in 
densely populated areas have a 
greater chance of moving into 
a permanent job than those liv-
ing in thinly populated areas. 
This contrasts with the effect of 
urbanisation on non-employ-
ment to employment transitions. 
In fact, while living in a thinly 
populated area seems to facili-
tate moving into employment, it 
hinders moving into more stable 
employment. 
Holding a temporary contract in  6. 
some occupations, such as ‘clerks’, 
‘service workers and shop market 
sales’, and ‘plant and machine 
operators and assemblers’ leads 
more frequently to transitions 
into permanent jobs than in other 
occupations. 
In the one-year transitions regres- 7. 
sion, a segmentation indicator is 
used as an explanatory variable. It 
is calculated in terms of the rela-
tive difference in   employment 
Table 10: Determinants of transitions from Temporary to Permanent work - EU a) - pooled data 2004-2007
1-year transitions 2-years transitions
Odds Ratio S.E. Wald DF Sig. Odds Ratio S.E. Wald DF Sig.
Men a) 1.316 0.001 2.E+05 1 .000 *** 1.505 0.001 3.E+05 1 .000 ***
Age group b)
15-24 1.800 0.002 1.E+05 1 .000 *** 1.845 0.002 7.E+04 1 .000 ***
25-34 1.591 0.002 8.E+04 1 .000 *** 1.724 0.002 7.E+04 1 .000 ***
35-54 1.432 0.001 7.E+04 1 .000 *** 1.462 0.002 5.E+04 1 .000 ***
Marital Status c)
Single 1.051 0.001 6.E+03 1 .000 *** 1.064 0.001 6.E+03 1 .000 ***
Education d)
Primary 0.591 0.001 4.E+05 1 .000 *** 0.491 0.001 4.E+05 1 .000 ***
Secondary 0.779 0.001 1.E+05 1 .000 *** 0.666 0.001 2.E+05 1 .000 ***
Degree of Urbanisation e)
Densely populated area 1.101 0.001 2.E+04 1 .000 *** 1.105 0.001 1.E+04 1 .000 ***
Intermediate area 1.081 0.001 1.E+04 1 .000 *** 1.158 0.001 3.E+04 1 .000 ***
Other employed individuals in the household  f)
No 0.970 0.001 3.E+03 1 .000 *** 0.897 0.001 2.E+04 1 .000 ***
Children younger than 13 in the household g)
No 0.941 0.001 1.E+04 1 .000 *** 0.933 0.001 9.E+03 1 .000 ***
Occupation at the beginning of the period 
(ISCO at 1 digit)
h)
ISCO1 -   legislators, senior officials  
and managers
0.968 0.002 3.E+02 1 .000 *** 0.744 0.002 2.E+04 1 .000 ***
ISCO2 - professionals 0.899 0.001 9.E+03 1 .000 *** 0.795 0.001 2.E+04 1 .000 ***
ISCO3 - technicians and associate professionals 1.165 0.001 2.E+04 1 .000 *** 1.204 0.001 2.E+04 1 .000 ***
ISCO4 - clerks 1.552 0.001 2.E+05 1 .000 *** 1.450 0.001 8.E+04 1 .000 ***
ISCO5 -   service workers and shop  
and market sales workers
1.571 0.001 3.E+05 1 .000 *** 1.348 0.001 7.E+04 1 .000 ***
ISCO6 - skilled agricultural and fishery workers 0.696 0.002 3.E+04 1 .000 *** 0.605 0.003 4.E+04 1 .000 ***
ISCO7 - craft and related trades workers 1.261 0.001 7.E+04 1 .000 *** 1.033 0.001 8.E+02 1 .000 ***
ISCO8 -   plant and machine operators  
and assemblers
1.635 0.001 3.E+05 1 .000 *** 1.388 0.001 6.E+04 1 .000 ***
Experience (number of years spent in paid work) i) 1.577# 0.000 8.E+04 1 .000 *** 0.094# 0.000 6.E+04 1 .000 ***
Incidence of long term unemployment 
(long-term total unemployment over total 
unemployment)
j) -206.8# 0.015 1.E+04 1 .000 *** -5.064# 0.020 1.E+03 1 .000 ***
Segmentation k) -114.5# 0.010 8.E+03 1 .000 *** ----------- ------ ------ ------ ----- ----
Unweighted number of cases 15132 7074
Pseudo R2: Nagelkerke R Square 0.124 0.132
a) 1-year transition: 14 EU Member States (AT, BE, CZ, ES, FI, FR, EL, HU, IE, IT, PL, PT, SE, SK); 2-years transition 19 Member States 
(AT, BE, CY, CZ, EE, ES, FI, FR, GR, HU, IE, IT, LT, LU, LV, PL, PT, SE, SK).
Reference category: a) Women; b) Age group 55-64; c) Married; d) Tertiary education; e) Thinly populated area; f) Yes; g) Yes; h) 
ISCO9: Elementary occupations; i) Continuous; j) Continuous, k) Continuous; # Marginal effects computed at the average sample 
value. ***: significant at 1%.Chapter 3  Youth and segmentation in EU labour markets
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protection between regular 
and temporary contracts (OECD, 
2004). An increase rises employ-
ers’ incentive to hire temporary 
workers, and should therefore 
be negatively correlated with the 
probability of moving into per-
manent work. (50) Indeed, and as 
expected, the results suggest that 
segmentation hinders moving 
into stable employment. 
50) (   Chart 8 already suggested that easing 
regulations on temporary contracts 
increases the incentive to hire temporary 
workers to a larger extent when there 
is stricter employment protection for 
permanent contracts.  
A rise in the incidence of long- 8. 
term unemployment also reduces 
the probability of finding more 
stable employment.
Table 11 looks at the determinants 
of transitions up the income ladder. 
Results after one and two years are 
very similar. They show that the odds 
of moving out of low pay (below 2/3 
of median income) are more than 
double for men (+140%) and for 
those in the 15-24 (+174%) and 25-34 
age brackets (+215%). 
The effect of education is highly 
significant, both for primary- and 
secondary-educated individuals, for 
whom the chances of exiting low 
pay are 33% and 22% lower than for 
tertiary qualified individuals. Experi-
ence in the labour market (measured 
in terms of number of years spent 
in paid employment) increases the 
likelihood of moving out of low pay. 
Occupation also has a marked effect 
on the likelihood of moving out of 
low pay, with high ranking occupa-
tions (e.g. ISCO1 and ISCO2) having 
much better odds. 
Holding a temporary contract at the 
end of two years constitutes a severe 
handicap for moving out of low pay. If 
Table 11: Determinants of transitions from ‘low-pay’ to ‘higher-pay’ - EU a) - pooled data 2004-2007
1-year transitions 2-years transitions
Odds Ratio S.E. Wald DF Sig. Odds Ratio S.E. Wald DF Sig.
Men a) 2.396 0.001 3.E+06 1 .000 *** 2.388 0.001 1.E+06 1 .000 ***
Contract type (in the final period) b)
Temporary 0.549 0.000 2.E+06 1 .000 *** 0.497 0.001 1.E+06 1 .000 ***
Age group c)
15-24 2.411 0.001 4.E+05 1 .000 *** 2.744 0.002 3.E+05 1 .000 ***
25-34 2.982 0.001 8.E+05 1 .000 *** 3.150 0.002 5.E+05 1 .000 ***
35-54 1.685 0.001 3.E+05 1 .000 *** 1.813 0.001 2.E+05 1 .000 ***
Marital Status d)
Single 1.183 0.001 1.E+05 1 .000 *** 1.400 0.001 2.E+05 1 .000 ***
Education e)
Primary 0.532 0.001 7.E+05 1 .000 *** 0.668 0.001 1.E+05 1 .000 ***
Secondary 0.683 0.001 3.E+05 1 .000 *** 0.778 0.001 6.E+04 1 .000 ***
Degree of Urbanisation f)
Densely populated area 1.303 0.001 2.E+05 1 .000 *** 1.353 0.001 2.E+05 1 .000 ***
Intermediate area 1.124 0.001 4.E+04 1 .000 *** 1.150 0.001 3.E+04 1 .000 ***
Other employed individuals in the household  g)
No 1.082 0.001 2.E+04 1 .000 *** 0.955 0.001 4.E+03 1 .000 ***
Children younger than 13 in the household h)
No 0.926 0.000 3.E+04 1 .000 *** 0.803 0.001 1.E+05 1 .000 ***
Occupation at the beginning of the period 
(ISCO at 1 digit)
i)
ISCO1 - legislators, senior officials and managers 5.360 0.002 7.E+05 1 .000 *** 4.887 0.003 3.E+05 1 .000 ***
ISCO2 - professionals 3.338 0.001 1.E+06 1 .000 *** 3.667 0.002 5.E+05 1 .000 ***
ISCO3 - technicians and associate professionals 2.349 0.001 1.E+06 1 .000 *** 2.391 0.001 6.E+05 1 .000 ***
ISCO4 - clerks 2.050 0.001 9.E+05 1 .000 *** 2.099 0.001 5.E+05 1 .000 ***
ISCO5 -   service workers and shop  
and market sales workers
1.404 0.001 3.E+05 1 .000 *** 1.240 0.001 6.E+04 1 .000 ***
ISCO6 -   skilled agricultural and fishery 
workers
1.139 0.001 9.E+03 1 .000 *** 1.100 0.002 3.E+03 1 .000 ***
ISCO7 - craft and related trades workers 1.890 0.001 6.E+05 1 .000 *** 1.709 0.001 2.E+05 1 .000 ***
ISCO8 -   plant and machine operators  
and assemblers
2.490 0.001 1.E+06 1 .000 *** 2.250 0.001 4.E+05 1 .000 ***
Unemployment rate j) ---------- -------- ------- ----- ---- ------ -1.288# 0.147 2.E+03 1 .000 ***
Experience (number of years spent in paid work) k) 0.003# 0.000 2.E+05 1 .000 *** 0.003# 0.000 7.E+04 1 .000 ***
Unweighted number of cases 20476 8853
Pseudo R2: Nagelkerke R Square 0.196 0.210
a) Cut-off is 2/3 of median income. 15 EU Member States (AT, BE, CZ, EE, ES, FR, EL, IE, IT, LT, LU, LV, PL, PT, SE).
Reference category: a) Women; b) Permanent; c) Age group 55-64; d) Married; e) Tertiary education; f) Thinly populated area;   
g) Yes; h) Yes; i) ISCO9: Elementary occupations; j) Continuous; k) Continuous. # Marginal effects computed at the average sample 
value. ***: significant at 1%.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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all other things are equal, a temporary 
worker has just about half as much 
chance of moving out of poverty as a 
permanent worker after two years. 
Household characteristics also have a 
significant impact. Single individuals, 
individuals with other members of 
the household working and individu-
als with small children have a bet-
ter chance of exiting low pay (+40%, 
+4%, and +20% respectively). A high 
degree of urbanisation also increases 
the chances of moving out of poverty. 
TEMPORARY  8. 
CONTRACTS AND 
EMPLOYMENT VOLATILITY
The ‘honeymoon  8.1. 
effect’ of two–tier 
reforms
Boeri (2010a and 2010b) and Bentolila 
(2010) argue that the widespread use 
of temporary contracts, resulting from 
two-tier EPL reforms, increases the busi-
ness cycle volatility of employment. 
During upturns, substantial job creation 
takes place, predominately through 
temporary contracts, while during 
downturns substantial job destruc-
tion occurs, mainly because temporary 
contracts are not renewed when they 
expire. In fact, the extensive use of 
temporary contracts in countries with 
highly regulated permanent contracts 
is likely to amplify the volatility of total 
paid employment vis-à-vis economic 
shocks, as illustrated by recent develop-
ments in a number of Member States 
such as Spain. 
As regards two-tier reforms, which 
typically expand the scope for the use 
of temporary contracts, it is particu-
larly relevant to consider their impact 
before a new long-term equilibrium 
is reached. Boeri and Garibaldi (2007) 
suggest that easing temporary con-
tracts leads to higher employment 
fluctuations during the economic 
cycle. In good times, firms increase 
average employment levels in order 
to take advantage of the liberalisa-
tion of temporary contracts, while the 
reduction in employment levels dur-
ing downturns is constrained by the 
existing stock of permanent workers. 
This is what Boeri and Garibaldi (2007) 
call the ‘honeymoon effect’ of two-
tier EPL reforms on employment crea-
tion, which is likely to be larger, the 
stricter EPL is on permanent contracts. 
The increase in the employment inten-
sity of growth registered in several 
continental EU Member States fol-
lowing the loosening of protection 
on temporary contracts corroborates 
this prediction (Garibaldi and Mauro, 
2002). However, this model also sug-
gests that employment increases are 
partly  temporary, as firms gradually 
adjust the stock of permanent workers 
downwards by means of ‘natural turn-
over’ (i.e. voluntary departures and 
retirement), and eventually replace 
some of the permanent workers by 
temporary ones.
Given that temporary workers tend 
to suffer the brunt of the adjust-
ment in downturns, together with 
the pronounced age profile of the 
incidence of temporary work, it is not 
surprising to see that young workers 
were especially affected by rises in 
aggregate unemployment between 
2007 and 2009 (Chart 33). 
Business cycle  8.2. 
volatility, youth and 
temporary employment 
There is a considerable body of evi-
dence suggesting that the young, 
the least educated and ethnic 
minorities are more severely hit dur-
ing downturns, while young people 
do especially well in upturns.  
Blanchflower and Freeman (2000) 
identified the disproportionately large 
response of youth employment and 
unemployment to changes in overall 
labour market conditions. The sensi-
tivity of the labour market for young 
people to changes in the economic 
cycle tends to dominate the effects of 
any sizeable demographic (e.g. smaller 
cohorts) and/or structural effects (e.g. 
better educated), which tend to be 
favourable to young cohorts in gen-
eral compared to other age groups. 
More recent work from the OECD 
(2008) confirms the finding that the 
sensitivity to the cycle of employ-
ment rates for young people is higher 
than for prime-age adults (aged 30 
to 49 years). Furthermore, sensitivity 
of youth unemployment to the cycle 
tends to decline progressively with age 
(Chart 34), being greater for teenagers 
(15 to 19 years) than for young adults 
(20 to 24 years) in most countries. 
Chart 33: UR differences after and before the crisis (2009-2007)  
in the EU by age group
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The OECD (2009) found that the 
sensitivity to the business cycle of 
total hours worked by temporary 
workers is about 2.5 times greater 
than for permanent ones, with tem-
porary workers disproportionately 
hit by falling aggregate demand. 
Such effects largely interact with 
age, as there is also a high inci-
dence rate of temporary work 
among young workers. The OECD 
also estimated that the rising share 
of temporary contracts over past 
decades has been responsible for an 
increase of almost 9% in the over-
all business cycle volatility of total 
Chart 34: The sensitivity of youth unemployment to the business cycle (1980-2006)
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Source: OECD (2008), Employment Outlook, Chapter 1, pp. 35.
Ranking of countries based on the sensitivity of teenagers’ unemployment.
Box 4: Access to unemployment insurance (UI) and coverage of vulnerable groups 
Access to Unemployment Insurance (UI) – some econometric evidence
Recent work carried out by the Commission (European Commission, forthcoming (1)) used anonymised micro data from EU SILC to identify possible ‘dis-
criminatory factors’ determining access to UI and the net replacement rate. (2) Results suggest that, although self-employed and temporary workers have 
limited access to UI, those that benefit may do so at higher replacement rates than permanent workers, because of the lower wages they receive. 
As regards access to UI, the evidence suggests that the self-employed and to a lesser extent also temporary workers, women, and workers 
with limited labour market experience, and/or reduced contributory work history, have limited access to UI. After controlling for a number of 
variables, such as labour market experience, young workers are not found to be at a disadvantage as regards eligibility for UI.
As regards the net replacement rate, the evidence suggests that women, young workers and individuals with limited experience or contribu-
tory work history have lower UI replacement rates. Moreover, results suggest that UI plays an important role in the redistribution of income, 
as the replacement rate declines for individuals belonging to higher income groups and/or with tertiary education. From a social welfare per-
spective, this is a particularly welcome result given that, all other factors being equal, people on low incomes are also more likely to become 
unemployed and/or undergo frequent unemployment spells.
Coverage of UI for vulnerable groups – preliminary update of Alphametric’s (2009) indicator
Recent work by DG ECFIN (2010) identified Member States that since the second quarter of 2008 have introduced changes with respect to the 
eligibility, level and duration of unemployment benefits. The analysis found that several Member States introduced changes that involve eligibility/
coverage of UI, namely Finland, France, Ireland, Spain, Italy, Lithuania, Latvia, Portugal, Sweden, Slovenia, Slovakia, and the United Kingdom. 
Although the impact of changes on the eligibility of UI cannot always be (easily) quantifiable (e.g. Slovakia now takes into account the period of 
parental leave in the assessment of entitlements to UI), Commission Services have nevertheless attempted to quantify changes in eligibility criteria 
for UI – in response to the recent recession – in order to increase coverage for previously ineligible workers belonging to vulnerable groups, such 
as part-time workers, workers with temporary contracts, and the self-employed. The Alphametrics (2009) study was updated using three sources 
of information to identify possible changes in eligibility conditions targeting those vulnerable groups, namely the institutional database MISSOC (3), 
the second joint OECD/DG EMPL questionnaire of February 2010, and a database of recovery measures maintained by DG ECFIN (4).
Results suggest that, although many Member States have modified several aspects of their UI systems since the onset of the recent recession, only a lim-
ited number have introduced changes involving eligibility/coverage of UI for vulnerable groups. An update of the Alphametrics (2009) indicator – initially 
calculated for 2007 - suggests that on average across the EU, UI coverage of part-time and temporary workers remained basically unchanged (between 
2007 and 2009), but that coverage of self-employed workers improved, reflecting policy developments in two Member States (Slovenia and Finland).
1)  A DGs ECFIN and EMPL joint paper on Unemployment Insurance. (
2)  Results are tentative and should be interpreted carefully, because of sample limitations. The sample covers 16 EU Member States, including  (
about 1600 observations for the analysis of access to UI and 600 as regards the determinants of the net replacement rate. The sample is unbal-
anced and covers only the pre-crisis period, namely 2004/2005 to 2007. The inclusion of country interaction effects is also limited, although 
these are likely to be necessary for an accurate overall picture given the country specificities of UI systems.
3)  EU’s Mutual Information System on Social Protection (MISSOC) provides detailed, comparable and regularly updated information (twice a  (
year) about national social protection systems.
4)  Version of 16/02/2010. (EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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hours worked across OECD Member 
States (51).
These findings imply that, during 
recessions, the share of young and 
temporary workers among jobless 
people increases. Moreover, they 
also have to compete for a reduced 
number of job vacancies with bet-
51) (   Although such an increase is almost can-
celled out by other offsetting composi-
tional changes in the workforce, namely 
with respect to age and skill levels
ter qualified job-seekers with more 
stable employment histories, and 
who might also have been made 
redundant, particularly in deep 
recessions  like the recent one. As 
better-qualified workers are likely 
to be preferred by firms making 
recruitment decisions, dismissed 
temporary workers have a signif-
icantly higher risk of becoming 
long-term unemployed following 
an economic downturn. This effect 
is also liable to be exacerbated by 
lack of eligibility for income safety 
nets in the event of job loss due to 
having too short or intermittent 
work histories (OECD, 2009; and 
Box 4).
Box 5: Temporary employment as an adjustment mechanism
Bentolila (2010) considers that in Europe there are three major modes for the adjustment of labour markets to cyclical fluctuations, predomi-
nantly via: i) temporary employment (e.g. Spain); ii) wages (e.g. UK); and iii) working hours (e.g. Germany). 
This box discusses some aspects related to 
the role of temporary contracts in adjusting 
labour demand. The scope for using tempo-
rary contracts   during a downturn/recession 
obviously depends on their initial use (Table 
12), and therefore varies considerably across 
Member States. 
Table 12: Ratio of temporary employees 
to total paid employment
COUNTRY 2007 2009
AT 8.9 9.1
BE 8.6 8.2
BG 4.9 4.6
CY 13.3 13.5
CZ 7.8 7.5
DE 14.6 14.5
DK 8.6 8.9
EE 2.2 2.5
ES 31.7 25.5
FI 15.8 14.5
FR 14.2 13.3
EL 10.9 12.1
HU 7.3 8.4
IE 7.2 8.4
IT 13.2 12.5
LT 3.5 2.3
LU 6.8 7.2
LV 4.2 4.4
MT 5.1 4.7
NL 17.8 17.8
PL 28.2 26.4
PT 22.4 22.0
RO 1.6 1.0
SE 17.2 14.9
SI 18.3 16.2
SK 5.0 4.3
UK 5.7 5.5
EU27a 11.3 10.7
a) Non-weighted average.
Chart 36: Cyclical fluctuations - Spain
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Chart 35: Cyclical fluctuations - Germany
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On average, across Europe during the recent economic recession, numbers of temporary jobs declined by more than numbers of permanent ones. 
Charts for Germany, Spain, and the UK show the estimated cyclical fluctuations of temporary and permanent employment, and GDP, using the 
Hodrick-Prescott (HP) filter.
In Spain, the brunt of the adjustment of 
employment levels to labour demand (both 
during expansions and contractions) is 
borne by temporary workers (Chart 36). 
Conversely, Charts 35 and 37 suggest that 
the role of temporary contracts is much 
less prominent in Germany and the UK, 
respectively.
The rest of this box provides a tentative 
answer to the following question: Is a 
higher incidence of temporary jobs (over 
the cycle) associated with stronger cyclical 
fluctuations for total paid employment? 
Okun’s law (1) is used to estimate a pooled 
regression for the cyclical component of 
total paid employment. Eurostat’s annual 
data are used for the estimate. Cyclical 
values are calculated using the HP filter 
(with λ=6.5).
The estimated regression is
    (eq. 1)
where
i: Country
t: Year
yit: Cyclical component of total paid employment
X1: Year dummy 
X2: Country dummy
X3: Cyclical component of GDP
D: Sign of the GDP gap dummy {0: negative output gap i.e. X3<0; 1: positive output gap i.e. X3>0}
yit  and X3 are expressed in logarithms
In equation 1, the cyclical component of total paid employment is regressed on the current and lagged one period cyclical component of GDP, 
allowing for different slopes according to the economic cycle, and controlling for country and time-fixed effects. When the output gap is posi-
tive (negative) (i.e. X3>0 or X3<0), current year effects are given by, respectively, b3*(1+b4) and b3. 
1)  Okun’s law reflects the idea that over the business cycle additional production of goods and services requires more employed workers (EiE,  (
2002, chapter 2). 
Chart 37: Cyclical fluctuations - UK
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Sala and Silva (2009) developed a 
matching model in order to repro-
duce the cyclical behaviour of the 
Spanish labour market and found 
that the gap in firing costs and 
  productivity between permanent 
and temporary employees plays a 
large role in explaining the high 
rate of employment volatility in 
Spain, where temporary contracts 
are the main tool for adjusting 
labour demand. 
Box 5 provides some evidence sug-
gesting that a larger share of tem-
porary employment does tend to 
be associated with higher cyclical 
  volatility of total paid employment in 
a number of EU Member States.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Table 13 presents some results, namely the estimated elasticities of the cyclical variation in paid employment to the GDP gap, and country-
fixed effects. The latter can be interpreted as country dummies. Results suggest significant lags in the adjustment and a marked asymmetry 
depending on the sign of the output gap, with a negative gap having a much stronger impact on employment destruction (in absolute terms) 
than a positive output gap has on employment creation (i.e. a cyclical contraction of 1pp in GDP changes paid employment in absolute terms 
by more than an expansion of the same magnitude).
Table 13: Parameter estimates
Dependent Variable: logarithm of the cyclical component of total paid employment
Parameter Parameter Estimate Std. Error t Sig.
AT -0.00116 .004 -.279 .780
BE -0.00123 .004 -.296 .768
BG -0.00181 .005 -.378 .706
CY -0.00098 .004 -.222 .825
CZ -0.00092 .004 -.204 .838
DE -0.00073 .004 -.181 .856
DK -0.00058 .004 -.150 .880
EE 0.00101 .005 .200 .842
ES 0.00012 .004 .029 .977
FI -0.00069 .004 -.159 .874
FR -0.00073 .004 -.191 .848
EL -0.00157 .004 -.381 .703
HU -0.00104 .004 -.242 .809
IE -0.00032 .004 -.074 .941
IT -0.00127 .004 -.334 .739
LT 0.00118 .005 .230 .818
LU 0.00026 .004 .058 .954
LV 0.00081 .005 .148 .882
MT 0.00071 .005 .154 .878
NL -0.00074 .004 -.187 .852
PL 0.00049 .004 .115 .909
PT -0.00159 .004 -.382 .703
RO -0.00191 .005 -.407 .685
SE -0.00115 .004 -.270 .787
SI -0.00113 .004 -.257 .797
SK -0.00119 .005 -.256 .798
UK -0.00048 .004 -.124 .901
Negative current GDP gap b3 0.650 .068 9.615 .000 ***
Positive current GDP gap b3*(1+b4) 0.292 .074 3.967 .000 ***
Negative lagged one period GDP gap b5 0.414 .117 3.523 .000 ***
Positive lagged one period GDP gap b5*(1+b6) 0.290 .071 4.095 .000 ***
R Squared = .637 (Adjusted R Squared = .579).
*** Values significant at 1%.
Chart 38: Actual and estimated cyclical variation in paid employment in 2009
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CONCLUSIONS  9. 
AND POLICY 
RECOMMENDATIONS
During the past decades, reforms of 
employment protection legislation 
(EPL) introduced in European countries 
have often been ‘partial’ or ‘two-tier’, 
i.e. they have substantially deregulated 
the use of temporary contracts, while 
maintaining stringent firing rules for 
permanent ones, rather than reform-
ing EPL ‘across-the-board’. Some labour 
economists argue that such reforms 
have distinct effects relative to ‘com-
plete’ ones. Two-tier reforms have led, 
firstly, to a large expansion of tem-
porary employment and, secondly, to 
the emergence of dual labour markets 
i.e. one for permanent employees (or 
‘insiders’) with stable employment and 
good career and earnings prospects, 
and another for temporary employ-
ees (or ‘outsiders’) who tend to be 
‘trapped’ into temporary jobs with pre-
carious attachment to the labour mar-
ket (Spain being the most prominent 
example of such a trend).
In several EU countries, a large share 
of hiring takes place via temporary 
  contracts, mainly affecting young 
workers. Temporary jobs account 
for around 40% of total dependent 
employment among young workers in 
the EU, i.e. about four times the level 
for the total working-age population. 
Both descriptive and econometric evi-
dence find that labour market seg-
mentation lowers transition rates from 
temporary to permanent employment, 
and constitutes a severe handicap to 
moving to better paid jobs.
Temporary jobs can fulfil a number of 
functions. They can provide a ‘screen-
ing’ device allowing firms to evaluate 
workers’ ability/adequacy for the job. 
In this sense, temporary jobs can act 
as a ‘gateway’ to the labour market 
and as potential ‘stepping stones’ to 
more stable and better paid jobs. Tem-
porary contracts can act as a buffer, 
facilitating firms’ adjustment to tempo-
rary demand shocks, thereby avoiding 
costly adjustments to their ‘core’ labour 
force. Conversely, temporary contracts 
can simply be a convenient way for 
firms to reduce labour costs, substitut-
ing temporary for permanent workers. 
The evidence suggests that the latter 
function plays a more prominent role 
in segmented labour markets. 
Overall, two-tier reforms increase both 
hiring and separation rates. Although 
temporary workers have been dis-
proportionately affected by job cuts 
during the 2008-2009 recession, net 
  employment gains since 2000 remain 
positive overall in the EU and in the 
largest Member States, reflecting the 
overall positive effect that such reforms 
had on employment creation through 
the accrued flexibility in labour mar-
kets. Nevertheless, two-tier reforms 
have also induced changes in the com-
position of the workforce, leading to 
a partial substitution of temporary for 
permanent workers. This is in line with 
economic theory that predicts that 
two-tier EPL reforms initially yield a 
‘honeymoon effect’ on employment via 
the expansion of temporary work, with 
such gains being gradually eroded. In 
some circumstances, namely when the 
regulatory asymmetry (between per-
manent and temporary contracts) is 
particularly large, two-tier EPL reforms 
could even reduce total employment 
(i.e. the positive effect on recruitment 
could then be more than balanced out 
by the   negative impact on job losses). 
Temporary workers in general and 
young people in particular have been 
particularly hard hit during the recent 
recession. This largely represents the 
countercoup of the large expansion of 
temporary work in those countries that 
had previously implemented ‘two-tier’ 
EPL reforms. Hence, segmentation has 
increased the business cycle volatility of 
employment. According to the OECD, 
This regression tracks reasonably well actu-
al developments (Chart 38). 
In order to assess whether a higher inci-
dence rate of temporary jobs is likely to 
increase the cyclical volatility of total paid 
employment, country dummies are correlat-
ed with the average incidence of temporary 
jobs in the period covered by the regression 
(Chart 39). 
Chart 39 suggests that the incidence of 
temporary employment does increase the 
cyclical volatility of total paid employment 
i.e. the correlation is significant at 5%. (2)
2)  Six countries were considered as outliers and therefore excluded from the calculation of this correlation, namely Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg,  (
Malta and Poland. Apart from Poland, all these Member States can be characterised as small open economies. Poland’s position as an outlier might reflect 
the exceptional labour market conditions at the turn of the century, when unemployment rates stayed close to 20% for a number of years. 
Chart 39: Does temporary employment increase the cyclical volatility of employment?
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the business cycle sensitivity of total 
hours worked for temporary workers 
is about 2½ times greater than for 
permanent ones. Evidence provided 
in the chapter highlights that in a seg-
mented labour market such as Spain, 
the adjustment of employment levels 
to the business cycle is overwhelmingly 
borne by temporary workers, whereas 
this is much less the case in Germany or 
the UK. Econometric estimates suggest 
that cyclical variations of employment 
in relation to GDP fluctuations are 
higher in Member States with a higher 
incidence of temporary employment.
Temporary workers tend to have 
reduced access to training provided/
subsidised by firms as the limited dura-
tion of their employment relationship 
discourages investment in (firm-specif-
ic) human capital. Conversely, results 
from econometric analysis show that 
temporary workers with a medium-
to-low level of initial education are 
more likely to participate in further 
‘formal’ education, thereby suggesting 
the existence of a ‘catching-up’ effect. 
Low conversion rates of temporary into 
permanent jobs may discourage tem-
porary workers from exerting effort on 
the job. The evidence for countries with 
a high incidence of temporary work 
(e.g. Spain) suggests that the combined 
effects of reduced vocational training 
and lower work effort might be a sig-
nificant slowdown in the growth rate 
of total factor productivity. 
Segmentation also affects wage forma-
tion and pay levels. Evidence suggests 
that a high incidence of temporary work 
raises wages for permanent workers, as 
their bargaining power is strengthened 
by the presence of temporary workers 
who have a higher probability of being 
dismissed. Furthermore, temporary con-
tracts often involve a substantial wage 
penalty. After controlling for a number 
of personal characteristics, estimates 
show that temporary workers earn on 
average significantly less than perma-
nent staff in the EU. 
Although temporary work may facili-
tate the transition process from educa-
tion to the world of work, particularly 
in those countries where the appren-
ticeship system is underdeveloped, 
labour market segmentation increas-
es the risk that many young people 
will become trapped (even into their 
thirties), moving for years between 
temporary jobs and unemployment 
interludes, with limited career pros-
pects. A precarious start to adult life is 
likely to exacerbate perceived insecu-
rity, thereby impacting on individuals’ 
behaviour. Evidence from a number of 
countries suggests that young people 
with temporary jobs (rather than per-
manent ones) tend to have a higher 
incidence of co-residence with their 
parents, which tends to delay eman-
cipation, household formation and 
childbearing decisions. 
Young people are particularly vulner-
able at the moment of moving from 
school to work, especially the least 
qualified who have the greatest dif-
ficulties in getting a foothold in the 
labour market. Econometric estimates 
show that tertiary educated individuals 
are at least twice as likely to experience 
good transitions (e.g. from joblessness 
to employment or from temporary to 
permanent employment) than indi-
viduals with only primary education. 
The share of NEET (Not in Education, 
Employment or Training) youth pro-
vides a good measure of employment 
integration of young labour market 
entrants and varies significantly within 
the EU from as low as about 4% in Den-
mark and the Netherlands to as high as 
16-20% in Italy, Cyprus and Bulgaria. 
Recent work from the OECD confirms 
the finding that the sensitivity to the 
economic cycle of employment rates for 
the young is higher than for prime-age 
adults. Furthermore, the sensitivity of 
youth unemployment to the economic 
cycle tends to decline progressively with 
age, being greater for teenagers (15 to 
19 years) than for young adults (20 to 
24 years) in most countries. Although a 
larger responsiveness of youth employ-
ment to cyclical conditions is a natural 
feature of labour markets (52), there is 
52) (   As a norm, firms first fire less experienced/
younger workers, but younger unemployed 
tend also to be more adaptable and quickly 
find a new job than older ones.
also ample evidence suggesting that a 
spell in unemployment early in adult 
life (i.e. teenage or early twenties) has 
lasting negative effects both in terms 
of future employment and wage pros-
pects, although the literature seems 
divided as regards the extent of these 
effects.
Recent academic work by a number of 
well-known European labour econo-
mists suggest the need to develop a 
comprehensive strategy, based largely 
on flexicurity principles, in order to 
tackle labour market segmentation by 
providing a kind of roadmap to exit 
dualism. It is important to stress that 
such a strategy should encompass sever-
al policy initiatives tailored to national 
circumstances (i.e. no “one-size-fits-all” 
strategy). The set of measures proposed 
includes the adoption of a ‘single per-
manent contract’, replacing the existing 
legal asymmetry between permanent 
and fixed-term contracts. Such contract 
would be characterised by employment 
security increasing concurrently with 
job tenure (e.g. through the gradual 
rise in severance payments rights).
However, the ‘single contract’ alone 
is unlikely to solve the problem of 
labour market dualism, as the use 
(or abuse) of temporary contracts is 
not solely linked to legal aspects con-
cerning employment contracts but is 
also affected by production patterns, 
social dialogue practices, firms’ human 
resource policies, etc (53). For this rea-
son, other accompanying measures are 
often mentioned, such as  the intro-
duction of a minimum wage; universal 
eligibility to unemployment insurance 
regardless of the type of contract; 
and limiting the application of tempo-
rary contracts to specific circumstances, 
such as genuine temporary tasks or 
highly paid work. A framework for 
youth employment recently proposed 
by the European Commission as a part 
of its “Youth on the Move” initiative (54) 
contains many of these elements. 
53) (   See the Report ‘Job Security – Facing 
the challenges of economic change’ pro-
duced by the French ‘Conseil de de 
l’Emploi, des Revenus et de la Cohésion 
Sociale’ for a discussion.
54) (   “Youth on the Move”, COM(2010) 477.Chapter 3  Youth and segmentation in EU labour markets
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Statistical annex
DATA SOURCES   1. 
AND DEFINITIONS
Main data sources 
Most of the data used in this report 
originates from Eurostat, the Statisti-
cal Office of the European Union. 
The main data sources used are:
European Union Labour Force    UÊ
Survey.
ESA95 National Accounts.  UÊ
The European Union Labour Force 
Survey (EU LFS) is the EU’s harmo-
nised household survey on labour 
market participation. While in the 
early years, it was carried out as 
an annual survey conducted in 
the spring quarter in many Mem-
ber States, it is now a continuous 
quarterly survey in all EU Member 
States. If not mentioned otherwise, 
the results based on the LFS for 
years before the introduction of the 
quarterly survey refer to the spring 
quarter of each year. LFS data cov-
ers the population living in private 
households only (collective house-
holds are excluded) and refers to 
the place of residence (household 
residence concept). They are broken 
down by various socio-demograph-
ic categories, in particular gender 
and age. The EU LFS covers all EU 
Member States as well as Croatia, 
Iceland, Macedonia and Turkey plus 
Norway and Switzerland.
A particular data collection con-
nected to the EU LFS is Eurostat’s 
‘LFS main indicators’ which present 
a selection of the main statistics on 
the labour market. They encompass 
annual and quarterly indicators of 
population, activity and inactivity; 
employment; unemployment; edu-
cation and training. Those indicators 
are mainly but not only based on the 
results of the EU LFS, in few cases 
integrated with data sources like 
national accounts employment or 
registered unemployment. Nation-
al accounts employment data cov-
ers all people employed in resident 
producer units (domestic concept), 
including people living in collective 
households. In the main indicators, 
these national accounts figures are 
broken down by sex, working-time 
status (full-time/part-time) and con-
tract status (permanent/temporary) 
using LFS distributions. Where avail-
able, all key employment indicators 
in this report are based on the ‘LFS 
main indicators’.
For the unemployment-related indi-
cators, Eurostat’s series on unem-
ployment comprises yearly averages, 
quarterly and monthly data. It is 
based on the (annual and quar-
terly) EU LFS data and monthly data 
on unemployment, either from 
the national LFS or other nation-
al sources, mainly unemployment 
  register data. For the compilation of 
monthly unemployment estimates, 
these monthly figures from national 
sources are benchmarked against the 
quarterly EU LFS data, and they are 
used to produce provisional unem-
ployment figures for recent months 
which are not yet covered by quar-
terly EU LFS results. Unemployment 
by skills or duration is not available 
from this data collection. 
Most macro-economic indicators 
are based on Eurostat’s collection 
of national accounts data accord-
ing to the European System of 
National Accounts (ESA95 National 
Accounts). Data is compiled by the 
Member States and collected by 
Eurostat. The collection comprises 
aggregates such as GDP, from which 
derived measures such as produc-
tivity and real unit labour costs 
are calculated. In addition, nation-
al accounts also cover population 
and employment data, the latter 
expressed in persons and in hours 
worked and also broken down by 
economic activity, but not by socio-
demographic categories. 
Forecasts for central economic indi-
cators are produced by the Com-
mission’s Directorate-General for 
Economic and Financial Affairs 
(DG ECFIN) in spring and autumn, 
  covering two years ahead.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Physically, data is generally obtained 
from Eurobase, Eurostat’s online dis-
semination database, or in specific 
cases from AMECO, DG ECFIN’s annu-
al macro-economic database. Both 
databases are open to public access.
Data shown here represents avail-
ability and revision status of mid-
August 2010.
Definitions and data 
sources of macro-
economic indicators
All figures for 2010 and 2011 are 
forecasts and bound to change as 
real data becomes available. The 
same holds for earlier years where 
actual data are not available yet, 
which is the case in particular but 
not only for 2009 for a number of 
countries and indicators. 
Real GDP: Gross Domestic Prod- 1. 
uct (GDP), volume, annual 
change (Source: Eurostat, ESA95 
National Accounts) 
Total employment: Employment,  2. 
total economy, annual change 
(Source: Eurostat, ESA95 Nation-
al Accounts) 
Labour productivity: GDP volume  3. 
per person employed, annual 
change (Source: Eurostat, ESA95 
National Accounts) 
Annual average hours worked  4. 
per person employed, annu-
al change (Source: DG ECFIN, 
AMECO: Average annual hours 
worked per person employed)
Productivity per hour worked:  5. 
GDP volume per hour worked, 
annual change (Source: DG 
ECFIN, AMECO: Gross domestic 
product at 2000 market prices 
per hour worked) 
Harmonised CPI: harmonised con- 6. 
sumer price index, annual change 
(Source: DG ECFIN, AMECO: Har-
monised consumer price index) 
(Note: Figures for US and Japan 
are national consumer price indi-
ces and not fully comparable with 
those for European countries.)
Price deflator GDP: Implicit price  7. 
deflator of GDP, annual change 
(Source: Eurostat, ESA95 Nation-
al Accounts) 
Nominal compensation per  8. 
employee, total economy, annual 
change (Source: Eurostat, ESA95 
National Accounts, except for US, 
JP, TR: DG ECFIN, AMECO) 
Real compensation per employ- 9. 
ee (GDP deflator): nominal 
compensation deflated with 
the implicit deflator of GDP, 
per employee, annual change 
(Source: Eurostat, ESA95 Nation-
al Accounts, except for US, JP, 
TR: DG ECFIN, AMECO) 
Real compensation per employee  10. 
(private consumption deflator): 
nominal compensation deflated 
with the implicit deflator of pri-
vate consumption expenditure, 
per employee, annual change 
(Source: Eurostat, ESA95 Nation-
al Accounts, except for US, JP, 
TR: DG ECFIN, AMECO) 
Nominal unit labour costs: Nomi- 11. 
nal compensation per employee 
divided by labour productivity, 
annual change (Source: Eurostat, 
ESA95 National Accounts, except 
for US, JP, TR: DG ECFIN, AMECO) 
Real unit labour costs: Real com- 12. 
pensation per employee divided 
by labour productivity, annual 
change (Source: Eurostat, ESA95 
National Accounts, except for 
US, JP, TR: DG ECFIN, AMECO) 
Definitions and 
data sources of key 
employment indicators
Certain figures in particular but not 
only for 2009 for a number of coun-
tries and indicators may still be based 
on forecasts and bound to change as 
real data becomes available. 
1.  Total population in 1000s, 
excluding population living 
in institutional households 
(Source: Eurostat, EU LFS. Note: 
Population living in institution-
al households is not covered. 
For Iceland, the LFS covers 
only the population from 16 to 
74 years of age.)
2.  Total population aged 15–64 
(the ‘working age population’) in 
1000s (Source: Eurostat, EU LFS)
3.  Total employment in 1000s 
(Source: Eurostat, ESA95 Nation-
al Accounts)
4.  Population in employment aged 
15–64 in 1000s (Source: Euro-
stat, EU LFS)
5-9.  Employment rates: calculated 
by the number of employed 
divided by the population in 
the corresponding age bracket 
(Source: Eurostat, EU LFS)
10.  Full-time equivalent employ-
ment rate: calculated by divid-
ing the full-time equivalent 
employment by the total popu-
lation in the 15–64 age group. 
Full-time equivalent employ-
ment is defined as total hours 
worked on both main and sec-
ond job divided by the average 
annual number of hours worked 
in full-time jobs (Source: Euro-
stat, EU LFS).
11.  Self-employed in total employ-
ment: number of self-employed 
as a share of total employment 
(Source: Eurostat, ESA95 Nation-
al Accounts)
12.  Part-time employment in total 
employment: number of part-
time employed as a share of 
total employment (Source: Euro-
stat, EU LFS)
13.  Fixed-term contracts in total 
employees: number of employees 
with contracts of limited dura-
tion as a share of total employees 
(Source: Eurostat, EU LFS)Statistical annex
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14.  Employment in services: employed 
in services (NACE Rev. 1.1 sections 
G-O) as a share of total employ-
ment (Source: Eurostat, ESA95 
National Accounts)
15.  Employment in industry: 
employed in industry, includ-
ing construction (NACE Rev. 1.1 
sections C-F) as a share of total 
employment (Source: Eurostat, 
ESA95 National Accounts)
16.  Employment in agriculture: 
employed in agriculture, for-
estry and fishing (NACE Rev. 1.1 
sections A+B) as a share of total 
employment (Source: Eurostat, 
ESA95 National Accounts)
17-20. Activity  rates: labour force 
(employed and unemployed) as 
a share of total population in 
the corresponding age bracket 
(Source: Eurostat, EU LFS)
21. Total unemployment in 1000s 
(Source: Eurostat, EU LFS)
22-23. Unemployment  rates: unem-
ployed as a share of the labour 
force (employed and unemployed 
persons) in the corresponding age 
bracket (Source: Eurostat, EU LFS)
24.  Long-term unemployment rate: 
persons unemployed for a dura-
t i o n  o f  1 2  m o n t h s  o r  m o r e  a s  
a share of the labour force 
(Source: Eurostat, EU LFS)
25.  Youth unemployment ratio: 
young unemployed (aged 15–24) 
as a share of the total popula-
tion in the same age bracket 
(Source: Eurostat, EU LFS).
Note: For indicators for which the ESA95 
National Accounts are the main source, 
the split into male and female indicators 
is done using additionally EU LFS data.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Annual percentage growth
European Union (27 countries) 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 3.0 3.9 2.0 1.3 1.3 2.5 2.0 3.2 2.9 0.7 -4.2 1.0 1.7
Total employment 1.0 1.5 0.9 0.4 0.3 0.7 0.9 1.6 1.8 0.9 -1.8 -1.0 0.2
Labour productivity 2.0 2.3 1.0 0.9 1.0 1.8 1.0 1.5 1.1 -0.2 -2.4 2.0 1.4
Annual average hours worked ::::::: -0.2 0.0 -0.2 -1.7 : :
Productivity per hour worked ::::::: 1 . 7 1 . 1 -0.2 -0.8 : :
Harmonized CPI 3.0 3.5 3.2 2.5 2.1 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.4 3.7 1.0 1.8 1.7
Price deﬂator GDP 2.1 3.2 2.1 2.5 0.3 2.4 2.3 2.4 2.9 0.4 -1.5 1.1 1.5
Nominal compensation per employee 4.0 5.9 3.3 2.9 1.0 2.7 2.6 2.6 3.3 0.7 -1.3 2.2 1.7
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 2.0 2.6 1.1 0.4 0.7 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.2 1.1 0.2
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 2.2 1.7 1.3 1.3 1.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.6 0.1 1.3 0.6 0.1
Nominal unit labour costs 2.0 3.5 2.2 2.0 0.0 0.8 1.6 1.1 2.1 0.9 1.2 0.2 0.3
Real unit labour costs 0.0 0.3 0.1 -0.4 -0.3 -1.5 -0.6 -1.2 -0.7 0.5 2.7 -0.8 -1.2
European Union (15 countries) 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 3.1 3.9 1.9 1.2 1.2 2.3 1.8 3.0 2.7 0.5 -4.3 0.9 1.6
Total employment 1.8 2.2 1.4 0.7 0.5 0.8 0.9 1.5 1.6 0.7 -1.8 -0.9 0.1
Labour productivity 1.2 1.7 0.5 0.5 0.7 1.5 0.9 1.5 1.0 -0.3 -2.5 1.9 1.4
Annual average hours worked -0.3 -1.0 -0.5 -0.9 -0.5 0.1 -0.3 -0.3 -0.1 -0.2 -1.4 0.0 -0.1
Productivity per hour worked 1.5 2.7 1.0 1.4 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.8 1.1 -0.1 -1.1 1.9 1.5
Harmonized CPI 1.2 1.9 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.2 2.2 3.3 0.7 1.7 1.6
Price deﬂator GDP 2.2 2.9 1.7 2.4 0.6 2.3 1.8 2.1 2.4 -0.3 -0.9 1.0 1.4
Nominal compensation per employee 3.4 4.9 2.4 2.6 1.0 2.9 2.1 2.7 2.9 0.0 -0.7 1.8 1.6
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 1.2 2.0 0.7 0.1 0.4 0.6 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.8 0.2
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 1.4 1.1 0.8 1.0 0.9 0.5 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.2 1.3 0.2 0.1
Nominal unit labour costs 2.2 3.2 1.9 2.1 0.3 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.8 0.3 1.8 -0.1 0.2
Real unit labour costs 0.0 0.3 0.2 -0.3 -0.3 -1.0 -0.5 -0.9 -0.5 0.6 2.8 -1.1 -1.2
United States 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 4.8 4.1 1.1 1.8 2.5 3.6 3.1 2.7 1.9 0.0 -2.6 2.8 2.5
Total employment 1.5 2.5 0.0 -0.3 0.9 1.1 1.7 1.9 1.1 -0.4 -3.8 -0.4 0.6
Labour productivity 3.3 1.6 1.0 2.1 1.6 2.5 1.3 0.8 0.8 0.4 1.2 3.2 1.9
Annual average hours worked 0.4 -1.1 -1.3 -1.0 -1.5 0.1 -0.2 0.0 -0.4 -0.5 : : :
Productivity per hour worked 2.9 2.8 2.4 3.1 3.1 2.4 1.5 0.8 1.5 1.4 : : :
Harmonized CPI 2.2 3.4 2.8 1.6 2.3 2.7 3.4 3.2 2.8 3.8 -0.4 1.7 0.3
Price deﬂator GDP 1.5 2.2 2.3 1.6 2.2 2.8 3.3 3.3 2.9 2.2 0.9 0.2 0.1
Nominal compensation per employee 4.1 5.8 2.9 3.3 4.9 3.9 3.5 4.1 3.7 2.6 0.7 1.5 0.7
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 2.6 3.6 0.7 1.6 2.7 1.1 0.2 0.8 0.8 0.4 -0.5 1.3 0.6
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 2.4 3.3 1.0 1.9 2.8 1.3 0.5 1.3 1.0 -0.8 0.5 0.4 0.3
Nominal unit labour costs 1.3 3.7 2.1 0.3 2.2 1.3 1.8 3.5 2.7 1.7 -0.7 -1.6 -1.1
Real unit labour costs -0.2 1.5 -0.2 -1.3 0.0 -1.5 -1.5 0.2 -0.2 -0.5 -1.8 -1.8 -1.2
Japan 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP -0.1 2.9 0.2 0.3 1.4 2.7 1.9 2.0 2.4 -1.2 -5.2 2.1 1.5
Total employment -1.4 -0.6 -0.8 -1.6 -0.3 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.4 -0.3 -1.6 -1.0 -0.2
Labour productivity 1.3 3.5 0.9 1.9 1.7 2.5 1.5 1.6 2.0 -0.9 -3.7 3.1 1.7
Annual average hours worked -1.7 0.6 -0.7 -0.6 0.0 -0.7 -0.6 0.5 0.0 -0.8 : : :
Productivity per hour worked 3.0 2.9 1.7 2.4 1.7 3.2 2.2 1.1 2.0 0.0 : : :
Harmonized CPI -0.3 -0.7 -0.7 -0.9 -0.3 0.0 -0.3 0.3 0.0 1.4 -1.4 -0.5 -0.4
Price deﬂator GDP -1.3 -1.7 -1.2 -1.5 -1.6 -1.1 -1.2 -0.9 -0.7 -0.8 -0.9 -1.2 0.8
Nominal compensation per employee -0.7 0.5 -1.0 -1.7 -1.8 -0.6 0.5 0.2 -1.1 -0.4 -3.1 -0.1 0.9
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 0.6 2.3 0.2 -0.1 -0.2 0.5 1.7 1.1 -0.3 0.4 -2.2 1.1 0.1
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) -0.2 1.7 0.1 -0.2 -0.9 0.1 1.3 0.4 -0.5 -0.9 -1.0 1.4 1.1
Nominal unit labour costs -1.9 -2.9 -1.9 -3.4 -3.5 -3.0 -1.1 -1.4 -3.0 0.4 0.5 -3.1 -0.8
Real unit labour costs -0.6 -1.2 -0.7 -1.9 -2.0 -1.9 0.2 -0.5 -2.3 1.3 1.5 -2.0 -1.5
Belgium 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 3.5 3.7 0.8 1.4 0.8 3.2 1.7 2.7 2.9 1.0 -2.8 1.3 1.6
Total employment 1.4 2.0 1.4 -0.1 0.0 0.9 1.4 1.2 1.6 1.7 -0.4 -0.9 0.2
Labour productivity 2.1 1.6 -0.6 1.5 0.8 2.3 0.3 1.5 1.3 -0.7 -2.4 2.2 1.4
Annual average hours worked 0.1 -2.3 2.2 0.2 -0.3 -1.9 0.9 0.3 -0.2 0.3 -1.6 0.8 0.6
Productivity per hour worked 2.0 4.0 -2.7 1.3 1.1 4.2 -0.6 1.3 1.5 -1.1 -1.1 1.4 0.8
Harmonized CPI 1.1 2.7 2.4 1.6 1.5 1.9 2.5 2.3 1.8 4.5 0.0 1.6 1.6
Price deﬂator GDP 0.3 2.0 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.2 2.4 2.3 2.3 1.9 1.1 1.6 1.8
Nominal compensation per employee 3.5 2.1 3.7 3.8 1.8 1.7 1.8 3.3 3.4 3.6 1.8 1.6 2.1
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 3.2 0.1 1.6 1.8 -0.2 -0.5 -0.6 1.0 1.1 1.7 0.7 0.0 0.3
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 3.1 -1.3 1.7 2.6 0.3 -0.6 -0.9 0.3 0.6 0.4 2.3 0.0 0.6
Nominal unit labour costs 1.4 0.4 4.3 2.3 1.0 -0.6 1.5 1.8 2.1 4.4 4.3 -0.5 0.8
Real unit labour costs 1.1 -1.5 2.2 0.3 -0.9 -2.7 -0.9 -0.5 -0.2 2.4 3.2 -2.1 -1.0
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Annual percentage growth
Bulgaria 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 2.3 5.4 4.1 4.5 5.0 6.6 6.2 6.3 6.2 6.0 -5.0 0.0 2.7
Total employment -4.3 -2.4 -0.8 0.2 3.0 2.6 2.7 3.3 2.8 3.3 -2.9 -1.2 0.6
Labour productivity 6.9 8.0 4.9 4.3 2.0 3.9 3.5 2.9 3.3 2.7 -2.2 1.2 2.0
Annual average hours worked 1.2 -1.8 0.7 0.0 -0.7 1.4 -0.3 -0.3 0.5 0.0 -0.1 0.1 0.1
Productivity per hour worked 5.7 9.9 4.1 4.3 2.7 2.5 3.8 3.2 2.8 2.7 -2.1 1.1 1.9
Harmonized CPI 2.6 10.3 7.4 5.8 2.3 6.1 6.0 7.4 7.6 12.0 2.5 2.3 2.7
Price deﬂator GDP 3.7 6.7 6.7 4.4 1.8 5.1 3.8 8.5 7.9 11.4 4.6 1.5 2.1
Nominal compensation per employee 6.7 8.3 14.9 5.9 5.0 4.9 5.9 7.4 17.9 19.3 8.7 4.7 4.0
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 2.9 1.5 7.7 1.5 3.2 -0.2 2.1 -1.0 9.4 7.1 3.9 3.2 1.8
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 4.5 3.6 8.4 1.7 4.8 0.5 0.7 1.6 10.5 7.4 6.9 3.2 2.0
Nominal unit labour costs -0.2 0.3 9.6 1.6 3.0 1.0 2.4 4.4 14.2 16.2 11.1 3.5 1.9
Real unit labour costs -3.8 -6.0 2.7 -2.7 1.2 -4.0 -1.3 -3.8 5.9 4.3 6.2 2.0 -0.2
Czech Republic 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 1.3 3.6 2.5 1.9 3.6 4.5 6.3 6.8 6.1 2.5 -4.1 1.6 2.4
Total employment -3.4 -0.2 0.5 0.6 -1.3 0.3 1.0 1.9 2.7 1.2 -1.2 -1.9 0.4
Labour productivity 4.9 3.8 2.0 1.3 5.0 4.1 5.2 4.8 3.4 1.2 -3.0 3.6 2.1
Annual average hours worked 1.6 -0.1 -4.4 -1.1 0.1 0.4 0.6 -0.2 -0.6 0.7 -3.6 -0.4 -0.1
Productivity per hour worked 3.2 3.9 6.7 2.4 4.9 3.7 4.6 5.0 4.0 0.5 0.7 4.0 2.2
Harmonized CPI 1.8 3.9 4.5 1.4 -0.1 2.6 1.6 2.1 3.0 6.3 0.6 1.0 1.3
Price deﬂator GDP 2.8 1.5 4.9 2.8 0.9 4.5 -0.3 1.1 3.4 1.8 2.6 0.1 0.6
Nominal compensation per employee 8.4 6.2 7.9 7.4 8.8 5.7 4.9 5.9 6.3 6.3 0.5 2.3 3.7
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 5.4 4.6 2.9 4.4 7.8 1.1 5.2 4.8 2.9 4.4 -2.1 2.2 3.0
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 6.3 3.0 3.8 6.1 9.3 2.3 4.1 4.4 3.4 1.3 0.1 1.6 2.5
Nominal unit labour costs 3.3 2.3 5.8 6.0 3.6 1.5 -0.3 1.1 2.9 5.1 3.6 -1.2 1.6
Real unit labour costs 0.4 0.7 0.9 3.1 2.7 -2.9 0.0 0.0 -0.5 3.2 1.0 -1.3 0.9
Denmark 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 2.6 3.5 0.7 0.5 0.4 2.3 2.4 3.4 1.7 -0.9 -4.9 1.6 1.8
Total employment 0.8 0.5 0.9 0.0 -1.1 -0.6 1.0 2.1 2.9 1.9 -3.4 -1.9 -0.1
Labour productivity 1.7 3.0 -0.2 0.4 1.5 2.9 1.4 1.3 -1.2 -2.7 -1.6 3.6 1.9
Annual average hours worked 0.7 1.0 0.5 -0.4 -0.2 0.2 0.0 0.4 -0.9 -0.3 -1.0 -0.4 0.0
Productivity per hour worked 0.9 2.0 -0.7 0.8 1.7 2.7 1.4 0.9 -0.3 -2.5 -0.6 4.0 1.9
Harmonized CPI 2.1 2.7 2.3 2.4 2.0 0.9 1.7 1.9 1.7 3.6 1.1 2.3 1.5
Price deﬂator GDP 1.7 3.0 2.5 2.3 1.6 2.3 2.9 2.1 1.9 3.6 0.4 1.1 1.6
Nominal compensation per employee 3.9 3.5 4.2 3.8 3.7 3.3 3.6 3.5 3.7 3.6 3.4 1.8 1.8
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 2.2 0.5 1.7 1.4 2.0 1.0 0.7 1.4 1.7 0.0 3.0 0.7 0.2
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 2.0 0.8 1.8 2.0 2.4 2.1 2.1 1.5 1.6 0.4 2.0 -0.2 0.0
Nominal unit labour costs 2.1 0.5 4.4 3.3 2.2 0.4 2.2 2.2 4.9 6.5 5.1 -1.7 -0.1
Real unit labour costs 0.5 -2.4 1.9 1.0 0.6 -1.9 -0.7 0.1 2.9 2.8 4.6 -2.8 -1.7
Germany 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 2.0 3.2 1.2 0.0 -0.2 1.2 0.8 3.2 2.5 1.3 -4.9 1.2 1.6
Total employment 1.4 1.9 0.4 -0.6 -0.9 0.4 -0.1 0.6 1.7 1.4 0.0 -0.3 -0.1
Labour productivity 0.6 1.3 0.8 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 2.5 0.8 -0.1 -4.9 1.6 1.7
Annual average hours worked -0.8 -1.3 -1.0 -0.9 -0.4 0.2 -0.5 -0.3 0.1 -0.1 -2.8 0.8 0.2
Productivity per hour worked 1.4 2.6 1.8 1.5 1.2 0.6 1.4 2.9 0.7 0.0 -2.2 0.7 1.6
Harmonized CPI 0.6 1.4 1.9 1.4 1.0 1.8 1.9 1.8 2.3 2.8 0.2 1.3 1.5
Price deﬂator GDP 0.4 -0.7 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.0 0.7 0.5 1.9 1.5 1.5 0.2 0.9
Nominal compensation per employee 1.1 1.9 1.6 1.3 1.6 0.4 -0.1 1.0 1.0 2.1 -0.1 0.7 1.1
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 0.7 2.6 0.4 -0.1 0.4 -0.6 -0.8 0.5 -1.0 0.6 -1.6 0.5 0.2
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 0.8 1.0 -0.2 0.2 0.0 -0.9 -1.5 0.0 -0.8 0.0 -0.3 -0.3 -0.1
Nominal unit labour costs 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.8 0.8 -0.4 -1.0 -1.5 0.2 2.2 5.1 -0.9 -0.7
Real unit labour costs 0.1 1.3 -0.4 -0.6 -0.3 -1.4 -1.6 -2.0 -1.7 0.7 3.5 -1.1 -1.5
Estonia 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP -0.3 10.0 7.5 7.9 7.6 7.2 9.4 10.0 7.2 -3.6 -14.1 0.9 3.8
Total employment -4.4 -1.5 0.8 1.3 1.5 0.0 2.0 5.4 0.8 0.2 -9.9 -2.6 1.5
Labour productivity 4.3 11.6 6.6 6.6 6.0 7.3 7.3 4.3 6.4 -3.7 -4.6 3.7 2.2
Annual average hours worked : : -0.4 0.2 0.1 0.6 0.7 -0.5 -0.1 -1.5 -7.0 2.8 2.6
Productivity per hour worked : : 7.1 6.3 5.9 6.7 6.5 4.8 6.5 -2.3 2.5 0.8 -0.4
Harmonized CPI 3.1 3.9 5.6 3.6 1.4 3.0 4.1 4.4 6.7 10.6 0.2 1.3 2.0
Price deﬂator GDP 6.8 4.5 5.3 3.3 4.2 3.6 5.5 7.6 10.2 6.7 -0.6 -1.0 1.9
Nominal compensation per employee 8.5 14.5 9.6 9.1 11.6 12.2 10.8 14.2 24.8 9.8 -3.0 -3.3 1.3
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 1.6 9.5 4.2 5.6 7.1 8.3 5.0 6.1 13.3 2.9 -2.4 -2.2 -0.6
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 4.1 10.5 3.2 6.2 9.4 10.0 6.9 8.4 16.2 0.6 -2.2 -4.1 -0.8
Nominal unit labour costs 4.0 2.5 2.8 2.4 5.3 4.6 3.3 9.4 17.3 14.1 1.7 -6.7 -0.9
Real unit labour costs -2.7 -1.9 -2.3 -0.9 1.0 1.0 -2.1 1.7 6.4 6.9 2.3 -5.7 -2.8EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Annual percentage growth
Ireland 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 10.7 9.4 5.7 6.5 4.4 4.6 6.2 5.4 6.0 -3.0 -7.1 -0.9 3.0
Total employment 6.5 4.5 3.1 1.6 1.9 3.4 4.9 4.3 3.7 -1.1 -8.2 -3.5 0.4
Labour productivity 3.9 4.7 2.6 4.8 2.5 1.2 1.2 1.0 2.3 -1.9 1.2 2.6 2.6
Annual average hours worked -0.7 0.4 -1.3 -1.1 -0.8 -0.2 0.2 -0.5 -0.9 -1.8 -0.8 -0.5 -0.2
Productivity per hour worked 4.7 4.3 3.9 6.0 3.3 1.3 1.0 1.4 3.2 -0.2 1.9 3.2 2.8
Harmonized CPI 2.5 5.3 4.0 4.7 4.0 2.3 2.2 2.7 2.9 3.1 -1.7 -1.3 0.8
Price deﬂator GDP 4.0 6.0 5.5 4.6 2.8 2.0 2.4 3.5 1.3 -1.2 -3.2 -1.7 0.8
Nominal compensation per employee 4.3 8.0 7.5 5.2 5.7 5.4 6.1 4.5 4.5 3.9 -1.6 -2.5 0.8
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 0.3 1.9 1.9 0.5 2.9 3.3 3.6 1.0 3.2 5.1 1.6 -0.8 0.0
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 1.1 2.7 3.0 -0.2 1.6 3.5 4.1 2.0 1.0 1.2 2.2 -1.1 -0.1
Nominal unit labour costs 0.4 3.1 4.8 0.3 3.2 4.1 4.8 3.5 2.2 5.9 -2.7 -5.0 -1.7
Real unit labour costs -3.5 -2.7 -0.6 -4.1 0.4 2.1 2.4 0.0 0.9 7.2 0.5 -3.4 -2.5
Greece 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 3.4 4.5 4.2 3.4 5.9 4.6 2.2 4.5 4.5 2.0 -2.0 -3.0 -0.5
Total employment 0.3 0.5 0.1 2.3 1.2 2.2 0.9 2.0 1.4 0.1 -1.2 -1.9 -0.8
Labour productivity 3.1 4.0 4.1 1.2 4.7 2.4 1.3 2.4 3.1 1.9 -0.8 -1.1 0.3
Annual average hours worked 1.9 0.1 0.0 -0.6 -0.3 -1.1 0.2 3.0 -1.5 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.5
Productivity per hour worked 1.2 4.0 4.0 1.7 5.0 3.4 1.1 -0.5 4.6 1.9 -1.0 -1.6 -0.2
Harmonized CPI 2.1 2.9 3.7 3.9 3.4 3.0 3.5 3.3 3.0 4.2 1.3 3.1 2.1
Price deﬂator GDP 3.0 3.4 3.1 3.4 3.9 3.0 2.8 3.1 3.0 3.5 1.3 2.9 1.7
Nominal compensation per employee : : 3.7 11.4 6.3 4.1 4.3 3.1 6.6 5.9 5.5 -0.8 0.4
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) : : 0.6 7.8 2.3 1.0 1.4 0.1 3.6 2.3 4.1 -3.6 -1.3
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) : : 1.0 8.6 2.8 1.1 1.0 -0.2 3.5 1.7 4.2 -4.1 -1.4
Nominal unit labour costs : : -0.3 10.2 1.5 1.6 3.0 0.7 3.5 3.9 6.3 0.3 0.1
Real unit labour costs : : -3.4 6.5 -2.3 -1.3 0.1 -2.3 0.5 0.3 5.0 -2.6 -1.6
Spain 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 4.7 5.0 3.6 2.7 3.1 3.3 3.6 4.0 3.6 0.9 -3.6 -0.4 0.8
Total employment 4.6 5.1 3.2 2.4 3.1 3.5 4.1 3.9 3.0 -0.6 -6.7 -2.5 -0.1
Labour productivity 0.2 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.0 -0.3 -0.5 0.1 0.5 1.5 3.2 2.1 0.9
Annual average hours worked 0.0 -0.1 -0.2 -0.3 -0.9 -0.9 -1.3 -0.7 -1.2 0.7 -1.7 -0.4 -0.4
Productivity per hour worked 0.1 0.1 0.7 0.6 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.8 1.7 0.8 5.0 2.5 1.3
Harmonized CPI 2.2 3.5 2.8 3.6 3.1 3.1 3.4 3.6 2.8 4.1 -0.2 1.6 1.6
Price deﬂator GDP 2.6 3.5 4.2 4.3 4.1 4.0 4.3 4.1 3.3 2.5 0.2 0.3 1.1
Nominal compensation per employee 2.1 2.8 3.7 3.4 2.8 2.2 2.9 3.3 4.3 6.0 3.6 1.1 1.2
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) -0.5 -0.6 -0.5 -0.9 -1.3 -1.8 -1.4 -0.8 1.0 3.3 3.4 0.8 0.1
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) -0.2 -0.9 0.2 0.6 -0.3 -1.3 -0.5 -0.3 1.0 2.2 4.3 -0.4 -0.4
Nominal unit labour costs 1.9 2.8 3.2 3.1 2.8 2.5 3.3 3.2 3.7 4.4 0.3 -1.0 0.3
Real unit labour costs -0.7 -0.6 -1.0 -1.2 -1.3 -1.5 -0.9 -0.9 0.5 1.8 0.1 -1.3 -0.7
France 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 3.3 3.9 1.9 1.0 1.1 2.5 1.9 2.2 2.4 0.2 -2.6 1.3 1.5
Total employment 2.0 2.7 1.8 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.6 1.0 1.4 0.6 -1.2 -0.7 0.3
Labour productivity 1.3 1.2 0.1 0.4 1.0 2.4 1.3 1.2 0.9 -0.4 -1.4 2.0 1.2
Annual average hours worked -0.4 -2.4 -0.8 -2.6 -0.3 1.9 -0.3 -1.3 1.3 0.3 -0.1 0.0 0.0
Productivity per hour worked 1.7 3.7 0.9 3.1 1.3 0.5 1.6 2.6 -0.4 -0.6 -1.3 2.0 1.2
Harmonized CPI 0.6 1.8 1.8 1.9 2.2 2.3 1.9 1.9 1.6 3.2 0.1 1.4 1.6
Price deﬂator GDP 0.0 1.4 2.0 2.4 1.9 1.6 2.0 2.4 2.5 2.6 0.5 0.7 1.5
Nominal compensation per employee 2.3 2.4 2.4 3.4 2.8 3.4 3.2 3.3 2.4 2.5 1.5 1.6 1.7
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 2.2 1.0 0.4 1.0 0.9 1.8 1.1 0.9 0.0 -0.1 1.0 0.8 0.2
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 2.8 0.1 0.6 2.4 0.9 1.5 1.4 1.2 0.4 -0.3 2.0 0.3 0.2
Nominal unit labour costs 1.0 1.2 2.3 3.0 1.8 1.1 1.8 2.0 1.5 2.9 3.0 -0.4 0.5
Real unit labour costs 0.9 -0.2 0.3 0.6 -0.1 -0.5 -0.2 -0.3 -0.9 0.3 2.4 -1.2 -1.0
Italy 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 1.5 3.7 1.8 0.5 0.0 1.5 0.7 2.0 1.5 -1.3 -5.0 0.8 1.4
Total employment 1.1 1.9 2.0 1.7 1.5 0.4 0.6 2.0 1.3 0.3 -1.7 -1.0 0.2
Labour productivity 0.4 1.7 -0.2 -1.2 -1.5 1.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 -1.6 -3.4 1.9 1.2
Annual average hours worked -0.2 -0.8 -1.0 -0.7 -0.3 0.0 -0.4 -0.2 0.1 -0.4 -1.4 0.2 0.1
Productivity per hour worked 0.6 2.5 0.8 -0.6 -1.2 1.1 0.5 0.3 0.1 -1.2 -2.0 1.7 1.1
Harmonized CPI 1.7 2.6 2.3 2.6 2.8 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.0 3.5 0.8 1.8 2.0
Price deﬂator GDP 1.8 1.9 3.0 3.3 3.1 2.6 2.1 1.8 2.6 2.8 2.1 1.3 1.9
Nominal compensation per employee 2.0 2.2 2.9 2.2 2.4 3.3 2.9 2.2 2.1 2.8 0.7 2.4 2.0
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 0.2 0.3 -0.1 -1.0 -0.6 0.6 0.8 0.3 -0.4 0.1 -1.4 1.1 0.1
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 0.2 -1.1 0.3 -0.6 -0.3 0.7 0.6 -0.5 -0.2 -0.3 0.9 0.5 0.0
Nominal unit labour costs 1.6 0.5 3.1 3.5 4.0 2.2 2.8 2.1 1.9 4.5 4.3 0.5 0.8
Real unit labour costs -0.2 -1.4 0.1 0.2 0.9 -0.5 0.7 0.3 -0.6 1.7 2.1 -0.8 -1.1Statistical annex
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Annual percentage growth
Cyprus 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 4.8 5.0 4.0 2.1 1.9 4.2 3.9 4.1 5.1 3.6 -1.7 -0.4 1.3
Total employment 1.9 1.7 2.2 2.1 3.8 3.8 3.6 1.8 3.2 2.8 -0.7 -0.7 -0.2
Labour productivity 2.9 3.3 1.8 0.0 -1.8 0.4 0.3 2.3 1.8 0.8 -1.0 0.3 1.5
Annual average hours worked 0.6 0.9 1.3 -1.4 -0.4 -1.9 -1.6 0.9 -0.3 -0.5 -0.8 0.7 2.0
Productivity per hour worked 2.3 2.4 0.5 1.4 -1.4 2.4 1.9 1.4 2.1 1.3 -0.2 -0.4 -0.5
Harmonized CPI 1.1 4.9 2.0 2.8 4.0 1.9 2.0 2.2 2.2 4.4 0.2 2.7 2.5
Price deﬂator GDP 2.4 3.8 3.4 1.2 5.1 3.2 2.4 3.0 4.6 4.8 0.0 2.1 2.4
Nominal compensation per employee 4.5 6.1 3.7 4.8 7.7 1.9 1.8 2.9 3.0 3.5 5.2 3.2 3.6
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 2.1 2.1 0.3 3.6 2.5 -1.3 -0.6 0.0 -1.6 -1.3 5.2 1.1 1.2
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 2.3 2.1 1.5 2.4 3.5 0.3 -0.6 0.8 -0.7 -1.3 5.0 0.2 0.8
Nominal unit labour costs 1.5 2.7 1.9 4.8 9.6 1.5 1.4 0.6 1.1 2.7 6.3 2.9 2.1
Real unit labour costs -0.8 -1.1 -1.4 3.6 4.3 -1.7 -0.9 -2.3 -3.4 -2.1 6.3 0.8 -0.3
Latvia 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 3.3 6.9 8.0 6.5 7.2 8.7 10.6 12.2 10.0 -4.2 -18.0 -3.5 3.3
Total employment -1.8 -3.2 1.2 2.9 1.9 1.2 1.6 4.9 3.6 0.9 -13.6 -7.2 0.8
Labour productivity 5.1 10.4 6.8 3.4 5.1 7.4 8.9 7.0 6.2 -5.1 -5.1 4.0 2.5
Annual average hours worked 0.2 6.7 -0.4 -2.0 -0.6 -1.6 1.7 -0.9 -1.3 -4.3 -2.9 0.0 1.0
Productivity per hour worked 4.9 3.5 7.2 5.5 5.8 9.2 7.1 8.0 7.5 -0.9 -2.2 4.0 1.5
Harmonized CPI 2.1 2.6 2.5 2.0 2.9 6.2 6.9 6.6 10.1 15.3 3.3 -3.2 -0.7
Price deﬂator GDP 4.0 4.2 1.7 3.6 3.6 7.0 10.2 9.9 20.3 14.4 -1.5 -6.3 -1.0
Nominal compensation per employee 7.5 7.4 4.3 2.8 11.0 14.5 25.1 23.2 35.1 15.7 -11.8 -8.0 1.0
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 3.4 3.1 2.6 -0.8 7.2 7.0 13.5 12.2 12.3 1.2 -10.4 -1.8 2.0
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 5.4 4.0 2.1 0.4 7.9 6.9 15.0 16.3 22.7 -0.9 -15.4 -4.9 1.6
Nominal unit labour costs 2.3 -2.7 -2.3 -0.6 5.6 6.6 14.8 15.2 27.2 22.0 -7.1 -11.5 -1.5
Real unit labour costs -1.7 -6.6 -3.9 -4.1 2.0 -0.4 4.2 4.9 5.8 6.6 -5.7 -5.6 -0.5
Lithuania 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP -1.1 3.3 6.7 6.9 10.2 7.4 7.8 7.8 9.8 2.8 -14.8 -0.6 3.2
Total employment -2.2 -4.0 -3.8 3.6 2.2 0.0 2.5 1.8 2.8 -0.5 -6.9 -3.6 0.2
Labour productivity 1.2 7.5 11.0 3.1 7.8 7.4 5.2 5.9 6.9 3.3 -8.5 3.2 3.0
Annual average hours worked -3.0 6.6 -0.8 -1.6 -0.9 1.3 3.4 -0.8 1.1 1.6 -1.3 -2.1 0.0
Productivity per hour worked 4.3 0.8 11.9 4.8 8.8 6.0 1.7 6.8 5.7 1.6 -7.3 5.4 3.0
Harmonized CPI 1.5 1.1 1.6 0.3 -1.1 1.2 2.7 3.8 5.8 11.1 4.2 -0.1 1.4
Price deﬂator GDP -1.5 0.9 -0.4 0.2 -0.8 2.5 6.6 6.5 8.5 9.7 -2.9 -2.0 1.2
Nominal compensation per employee 2.6 -0.7 7.1 5.0 8.9 10.9 11.5 16.7 13.9 12.9 -7.6 -2.4 1.5
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 4.1 -1.7 7.5 4.8 9.8 8.2 4.6 9.5 4.9 2.9 -4.9 -0.4 0.3
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 3.9 1.0 4.6 5.1 9.9 11.2 9.7 12.1 7.0 2.9 -11.6 -2.9 0.2
Nominal unit labour costs 1.4 -7.7 -3.5 1.8 1.0 3.3 6.0 10.1 6.5 9.3 0.9 -5.5 -1.4
Real unit labour costs 2.9 -8.5 -3.2 1.6 1.8 0.8 -0.6 3.4 -1.8 -0.3 3.9 -3.5 -2.6
Luxembourg 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 8.4 8.4 2.5 4.1 1.5 4.4 5.4 5.6 6.5 0.0 -4.1 2.0 2.4
Total employment 5.0 5.6 5.5 3.2 1.8 2.2 2.9 3.6 4.4 4.7 0.9 0.0 0.7
Labour productivity 3.3 2.7 -2.9 0.8 -0.3 2.1 2.5 1.9 2.0 -4.5 -5.0 1.9 1.7
Annual average hours worked -0.2 -0.5 -0.9 -0.6 -1.6 -0.1 -1.2 -0.4 0.5 -0.3 -3.0 0.0 1.0
Productivity per hour worked 3.5 3.2 -2.0 1.4 1.3 2.2 3.7 2.3 1.4 -4.2 -2.0 1.9 0.7
Harmonized CPI 1.0 3.8 2.4 2.1 2.5 3.2 3.8 3.0 2.7 4.1 0.0 2.6 2.0
Price deﬂator GDP 5.3 2.0 0.1 2.1 6.0 1.8 4.6 6.8 3.0 5.0 -0.3 2.8 3.0
Nominal compensation per employee 4.0 5.3 3.5 3.1 1.1 3.3 4.6 3.3 3.6 2.0 1.7 2.5 2.5
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) -1.3 3.3 3.4 0.9 -4.6 1.5 0.0 -3.3 0.5 -2.8 2.0 -0.3 -0.5
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 1.5 1.3 1.5 2.5 -1.0 0.9 1.7 1.1 1.6 -1.6 1.7 0.4 0.6
Nominal unit labour costs 0.7 2.5 6.5 2.2 1.4 1.2 2.1 1.4 1.6 6.8 7.0 0.5 0.7
Real unit labour costs -4.4 0.5 6.4 0.1 -4.4 -0.6 -2.4 -5.0 -1.4 1.7 7.3 -2.2 -2.2
Hungary 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 4.2 4.9 4.1 4.4 4.3 4.9 3.5 4.0 1.0 0.6 -6.3 0.0 2.8
Total employment 2.7 1.0 -0.4 -0.2 0.1 -1.4 -0.2 0.6 -0.3 -1.3 -2.8 -0.9 0.8
Labour productivity 1.5 3.9 4.6 4.6 4.2 6.4 3.8 3.3 1.3 1.9 -3.6 0.9 2.0
Annual average hours worked 0.8 0.0 -2.1 0.5 -1.3 0.7 0.0 -0.2 -0.2 0.0 -0.9 -0.2 0.0
Productivity per hour worked 0.6 4.2 6.9 4.1 5.6 5.7 3.8 3.6 1.5 1.9 -2.7 1.1 2.0
Harmonized CPI 10.0 10.0 9.1 5.2 4.7 6.8 3.5 4.0 7.9 6.0 4.0 4.6 2.8
Price deﬂator GDP 6.9 9.2 10.0 7.9 4.8 5.4 2.1 3.9 5.9 3.8 4.9 2.6 2.2
Nominal compensation per employee 6.5 19.1 11.6 13.7 9.9 10.9 7.1 5.3 6.7 6.5 -1.0 -0.3 3.7
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) -0.4 9.1 1.4 5.4 4.8 5.2 4.9 1.4 0.8 2.6 -5.6 -2.8 1.4
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) -3.0 8.7 3.3 9.6 5.7 6.2 3.2 1.9 0.5 0.9 -5.2 -4.3 1.4
Nominal unit labour costs 5.0 14.7 6.7 8.7 5.4 4.3 3.2 1.9 5.4 4.5 2.7 -1.2 1.7
Real unit labour costs -1.8 5.0 -3.0 0.8 0.6 -1.1 1.1 -1.9 -0.5 0.7 -2.1 -3.6 -0.6EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Malta 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP : : -1.6 2.6 -0.3 0.7 3.9 3.6 3.8 1.7 -1.5 1.1 1.7
Total employment : : 1.8 0.6 1.0 -0.7 1.5 1.3 3.2 2.6 -0.6 0.3 0.7
Labour productivity : : -3.3 2.0 -1.3 1.4 2.3 2.3 0.6 -0.9 -0.9 0.8 1.0
Annual average hours worked : : -16.0 15.9 -3.6 3.7 -0.7 -1.5 1.0 0.3 -0.2 0.2 0.2
Productivity per hour worked : : 15.1 -12.0 2.4 -2.3 3.1 3.8 -0.3 -1.2 -0.7 0.6 0.7
Harmonized CPI 2.3 3.0 2.5 2.6 1.9 2.7 2.5 2.6 0.7 4.7 1.8 2.0 2.1
Price deﬂator GDP : : 3.3 3.2 3.0 1.7 2.5 3.1 2.9 2.2 2.3 1.8 2.1
Nominal compensation per employee : : 5.5 3.1 4.5 1.2 2.2 3.5 1.9 3.8 1.6 2.2 2.3
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) : : 2.2 -0.1 1.5 -0.5 -0.2 0.4 -0.9 1.6 -0.6 0.4 0.2
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) : : 2.9 1.3 3.7 -1.1 -0.3 1.2 0.3 0.7 1.2 0.2 0.2
Nominal unit labour costs : : 9.0 1.0 6.0 -0.3 0.0 1.2 1.3 4.7 2.5 1.4 1.3
Real unit labour costs : : 5.6 -2.1 2.9 -1.9 -2.5 -1.9 -1.5 2.5 0.2 -0.3 -0.8
Netherlands 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 4.7 3.9 1.9 0.1 0.3 2.2 2.0 3.4 3.9 1.9 -3.9 1.3 1.8
Total employment 2.6 2.2 2.1 0.5 -0.5 -0.9 0.5 1.7 2.5 1.4 -1.1 -1.6 -0.1
Labour productivity 2.1 1.7 -0.1 -0.4 0.8 3.1 1.5 1.7 1.3 0.4 -2.8 3.0 1.9
Annual average hours worked -0.2 -0.1 -0.8 -1.1 -0.5 -0.1 -0.4 0.1 -0.5 -0.3 0.1 -0.8 -0.3
Productivity per hour worked 2.3 1.8 0.7 0.7 1.4 3.3 2.0 1.6 1.9 0.8 -2.9 3.8 2.2
Harmonized CPI 2.0 2.3 5.1 3.9 2.2 1.4 1.5 1.7 1.6 2.2 1.0 1.3 1.5
Price deﬂator GDP 1.8 4.1 5.1 3.8 2.2 0.7 2.4 1.8 1.8 2.4 -0.2 1.0 1.6
Nominal compensation per employee 3.4 4.6 4.9 4.3 3.4 3.4 1.1 2.3 3.0 3.4 2.2 1.8 1.6
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 1.6 0.5 -0.2 0.5 1.1 2.6 -1.3 0.5 1.1 1.0 2.4 0.9 0.0
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 1.4 0.7 0.4 1.3 1.0 2.4 -1.0 0.1 1.4 1.3 2.8 0.1 0.1
Nominal unit labour costs 1.3 2.9 5.0 4.8 2.5 0.2 -0.4 0.6 1.6 2.9 5.2 -1.1 -0.3
Real unit labour costs -0.5 -1.2 -0.1 0.9 0.3 -0.5 -2.8 -1.1 -0.2 0.6 5.3 -2.1 -1.9
Austria 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 3.3 3.7 0.5 1.6 0.8 2.5 2.5 3.6 3.7 2.2 -3.9 1.3 1.6
Total employment 1.5 0.9 0.7 -0.1 -0.1 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.8 1.8 -0.9 -0.1 0.2
Labour productivity 1.8 2.7 -0.2 1.7 0.9 1.1 1.0 2.2 1.9 0.4 -3.0 1.5 1.4
Annual average hours worked -0.5 0.5 -0.1 -0.2 0.7 -0.7 -1.0 -0.5 -0.7 -0.3 -2.3 -1.5 -0.2
Productivity per hour worked 2.3 2.2 -0.1 1.9 0.2 1.8 2.0 2.7 2.6 0.7 -0.7 3.0 1.6
Harmonized CPI 0.5 2.0 2.3 1.7 1.3 2.0 2.1 1.7 2.2 3.2 0.4 1.3 1.5
Price deﬂator GDP 0.4 1.1 1.9 1.3 1.2 1.7 2.1 1.8 2.1 1.9 0.8 0.6 1.7
Nominal compensation per employee 1.8 2.2 1.2 1.9 2.4 0.9 2.4 3.0 3.1 3.2 1.8 1.6 2.1
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 1.4 1.0 -0.6 0.6 1.1 -0.7 0.3 1.2 1.0 1.3 1.0 1.0 0.3
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 1.4 -0.4 -0.6 1.3 0.7 -1.0 -0.2 0.8 0.4 0.7 2.6 0.3 0.7
Nominal unit labour costs 0.0 -0.5 1.4 0.2 1.5 -0.2 1.4 0.8 1.1 2.8 5.0 0.1 0.7
Real unit labour costs -0.4 -1.6 -0.4 -1.1 0.2 -1.8 -0.7 -1.0 -0.9 0.9 4.2 -0.5 -1.0
Poland 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 4.5 4.3 1.2 1.4 3.9 5.3 3.6 6.2 6.8 5.0 1.7 2.7 3.3
Total employment * -3.9 -1.6 -2.2 -3.0 -1.2 1.2 2.2 3.2 4.4 3.8 0.4 0.0 0.6
Labour productivity * 8.8 5.9 3.5 4.6 5.1 4.1 1.4 2.9 2.3 1.2 1.3 2.7 2.7
Annual average hours worked -0.4 -0.7 0.1 -0.3 0.3 -0.1 -0.2 0.0 0.0 -0.4 -4.7 -0.1 -0.1
Productivity per hour worked 9.3 6.6 3.4 4.9 4.8 4.2 1.5 2.9 2.3 1.6 6.3 2.8 2.8
Harmonized CPI 7.2 10.1 5.3 1.9 0.7 3.6 2.2 1.3 2.6 4.2 4.0 2.4 2.6
Price deﬂator GDP 6.0 7.3 3.5 2.2 0.4 4.1 2.6 1.5 4.0 3.0 3.7 2.2 2.4
Nominal compensation per employee * 13.7 10.8 10.2 2.3 1.6 1.9 1.7 1.8 4.9 8.1 3.7 3.2 4.4
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) * 7.3 3.3 6.5 0.0 1.2 -2.1 -0.9 0.3 0.9 5.0 0.0 1.0 2.0
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) * 7.2 0.7 6.2 -1.0 1.2 -1.1 -0.4 0.6 2.4 3.8 1.0 0.8 1.8
Nominal unit labour costs * 4.5 4.6 6.5 -2.2 -3.3 -2.1 0.3 -1.1 2.6 6.9 2.4 0.5 1.7
Real unit labour costs * -1.4 -2.5 2.9 -4.4 -3.7 -6.0 -2.3 -2.5 -1.3 3.8 -1.2 -1.7 -0.7
*: 2005 break in series. 
Portugal 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 4.1 3.9 2.0 0.7 -0.9 1.6 0.8 1.4 2.4 0.0 -2.6 0.5 0.7
Total employment 1.4 2.1 1.8 0.6 -0.6 -0.1 -0.3 0.5 0.0 0.4 -2.5 -0.5 0.0
Labour productivity 2.7 1.8 0.1 0.1 -0.3 1.6 1.1 0.9 2.4 -0.5 0.0 1.0 0.7
Annual average hours worked 0.7 -2.6 -0.8 -0.5 -0.6 0.3 0.0 -0.5 -0.8 -0.1 0.6 -0.3 -0.4
Productivity per hour worked 1.9 4.5 1.0 0.6 0.2 1.4 1.1 1.5 3.3 -0.4 -0.6 1.3 1.1
Harmonized CPI 2.2 2.8 4.4 3.7 3.3 2.5 2.1 3.0 2.4 2.7 -0.9 1.0 1.4
Price deﬂator GDP 3.3 3.2 3.6 3.7 3.0 2.5 2.5 2.8 2.8 1.9 0.1 1.1 1.6
Nominal compensation per employee 5.1 6.3 4.0 3.4 3.5 2.6 4.7 1.8 3.6 2.7 3.3 1.6 1.6
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 1.7 3.0 0.5 -0.4 0.5 0.2 2.1 -0.9 0.8 0.7 3.2 0.6 0.1
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 2.8 2.7 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.1 1.9 -1.2 0.6 -0.1 5.7 0.5 0.1
Nominal unit labour costs 2.4 4.4 3.9 3.2 3.9 1.0 3.6 0.9 1.2 3.1 3.3 0.6 0.9
Real unit labour costs -0.9 1.1 0.3 -0.5 0.8 -1.4 1.0 -1.8 -1.6 1.2 3.2 -0.5 -0.7Statistical annex
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Romania 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP -1.2 2.4 5.7 5.1 5.2 8.5 4.2 7.9 6.3 7.3 -7.1 0.8 3.5
Total employment : -0.8 -1.1 -10.2 0.0 -1.7 -1.5 0.7 0.4 -0.2 -1.8 -1.7 0.8
Labour productivity : 3.2 6.8 17.0 5.3 10.3 5.8 7.1 5.9 7.6 -5.4 2.5 2.6
Annual average hours worked : 0.2 0.0 0.8 -1.6 0.5 0.4 0.9 0.5 0.0 -0.2 : :
Productivity per hour worked : 3.0 6.8 16.0 7.0 9.8 5.4 6.2 5.4 7.6 -5.2 : :
Harmonized CPI 45.8 45.7 34.5 22.5 15.3 11.9 9.1 6.6 4.9 7.9 5.6 4.3 3.0
Price deﬂator GDP 49.4 43.3 37.8 22.7 23.4 15.5 12.2 10.6 13.5 15.2 2.8 4.6 4.0
Nominal compensation per employee : 69.8 55.1 16.2 28.0 13.7 28.6 12.4 22.0 24.2 1.1 2.3 2.5
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) : 18.5 12.5 -5.3 3.7 -1.6 14.6 1.7 7.5 7.8 -1.6 -2.2 -1.5
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) : 23.3 15.3 -3.4 10.5 0.8 20.3 7.2 16.5 13.5 -2.1 -1.6 -0.8
Nominal unit labour costs : 64.5 45.2 -0.7 21.5 3.1 21.6 4.9 15.2 15.4 6.9 -0.2 -0.1
Real unit labour costs : 14.8 5.4 -19.0 -1.5 -10.8 8.4 -5.1 1.5 0.2 4.0 -4.6 -4.0
Slovenia 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 5.4 4.4 2.8 4.0 2.8 4.3 4.5 5.8 6.8 3.5 -7.8 1.1 1.8
Total employment 1.4 1.3 0.5 1.5 -0.4 0.3 -0.2 1.5 3.0 2.8 -2.2 -2.3 -0.5
Labour productivity 3.9 3.1 2.4 2.4 3.2 4.0 4.7 4.2 3.7 0.7 -5.8 3.5 2.3
Annual average hours worked ::::::: -1.7 -0.8 1.9 0.2 0.1 0.2
Productivity per hour worked ::::::: 6 . 0 4 . 5 -1.2 -5.9 3.4 2.1
Harmonized CPI 6.1 8.9 8.6 7.5 5.7 3.7 2.5 2.5 3.8 5.5 0.9 1.8 2.0
Price deﬂator GDP 6.6 5.3 8.7 7.7 5.6 3.4 1.6 2.1 4.2 3.8 1.9 0.0 1.8
Nominal compensation per employee 8.7 10.2 11.8 8.8 7.9 7.8 5.6 5.3 6.4 7.0 3.0 2.9 3.4
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 2.0 4.7 2.9 1.1 2.2 4.3 4.0 3.2 2.1 3.0 1.0 2.9 1.6
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 2.2 2.8 3.9 1.0 2.5 4.7 3.5 3.0 2.2 1.5 4.0 1.1 1.3
Nominal unit labour costs 4.6 7.0 9.2 6.3 4.5 3.7 0.9 1.0 2.6 6.2 9.3 -0.6 1.0
Real unit labour costs -1.9 1.5 0.5 -1.3 -1.0 0.3 -0.7 -1.0 -1.5 2.3 7.2 -0.7 -0.7
Slovakia 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 0.0 1.4 3.5 4.6 4.8 5.0 6.7 8.5 10.6 6.2 -4.7 2.7 3.6
Total employment -2.5 -2.0 0.6 0.1 1.1 -0.2 1.4 2.3 2.1 2.8 -2.4 -1.9 1.2
Labour productivity 2.6 3.4 2.9 4.5 3.7 5.3 5.2 6.1 8.3 3.3 -2.4 4.7 2.4
Annual average hours worked 0.0 0.4 -1.4 -3.1 -3.2 3.3 2.0 -0.7 -0.1 1.0 -4.3 0.5 0.4
Productivity per hour worked 2.7 3.0 4.4 7.9 7.1 1.9 3.2 6.8 8.4 2.3 2.0 4.1 2.0
Harmonized CPI 10.4 12.2 7.2 3.5 8.4 7.5 2.8 4.3 1.9 3.9 0.9 1.3 2.8
Price deﬂator GDP 7.4 9.4 5.0 3.9 5.3 5.9 2.4 2.9 1.1 2.9 -1.2 1.3 3.0
Nominal compensation per employee 6.9 13.3 5.8 8.7 8.2 8.4 9.7 7.7 8.4 5.9 4.7 3.5 4.2
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) -0.5 3.6 0.8 4.6 2.7 2.4 7.1 4.6 7.2 3.0 5.9 2.2 1.2
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) -2.8 4.7 0.2 5.7 1.5 1.0 6.8 2.7 5.6 1.3 3.6 2.0 1.4
Nominal unit labour costs 4.1 9.6 2.9 4.0 4.3 3.0 4.2 1.5 0.1 2.5 7.2 -1.1 1.7
Real unit labour costs -3.0 0.2 -2.0 0.1 -0.9 -2.7 1.8 -1.4 -1.0 -0.3 8.5 -2.3 -1.2
Finland 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 3.9 5.3 2.3 1.8 2.0 4.1 2.9 4.4 5.3 0.9 -8.0 1.4 2.1
Total employment 2.5 2.1 1.3 0.9 0.1 0.4 1.4 1.8 2.2 1.6 -2.8 -2.1 0.4
Labour productivity 1.4 3.2 0.9 0.9 1.9 3.7 1.5 2.5 3.1 -0.6 -5.3 3.6 1.7
Annual average hours worked 0.2 -0.8 -1.0 -0.4 -0.4 0.3 -0.4 -0.4 -0.1 -0.1 -1.9 2.0 0.2
Productivity per hour worked 1.2 4.0 2.0 1.3 2.4 3.4 2.0 2.9 3.2 -0.5 -3.5 1.5 1.5
Harmonized CPI 1.3 2.9 2.7 2.0 1.3 0.1 0.8 1.3 1.6 3.9 1.6 1.7 1.9
Price deﬂator GDP 0.9 2.6 3.0 1.3 -0.7 0.5 0.5 0.9 3.0 1.8 0.9 1.4 2.0
Nominal compensation per employee 2.1 3.8 4.6 1.7 2.7 3.7 3.7 2.9 3.7 5.1 1.9 2.6 2.1
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 1.2 1.2 1.5 0.4 3.4 3.1 3.3 2.0 0.6 3.2 1.1 1.2 0.1
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 0.7 -0.5 2.1 -0.4 3.3 3.3 2.9 1.4 1.4 1.6 1.4 1.1 0.0
Nominal unit labour costs 0.7 0.6 3.6 0.9 0.8 0.0 2.2 0.3 0.5 5.8 7.7 -1.0 0.4
Real unit labour costs -0.2 -2.0 0.6 -0.4 1.5 -0.5 1.7 -0.5 -2.4 3.9 6.8 -2.3 -1.6
Sweden 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 4.7 4.5 1.3 2.5 2.3 4.2 3.2 4.3 3.3 -0.4 -5.1 1.8 2.5
Total employment 2.1 2.5 2.1 0.0 -0.6 -0.7 0.3 1.7 2.5 0.9 -2.0 -0.9 0.3
Labour productivity 2.5 1.9 -0.8 2.4 2.9 5.0 2.9 2.6 0.8 -1.3 -3.2 2.7 2.2
Annual average hours worked 0.5 -1.4 -1.4 -1.4 -0.8 1.5 0.0 -0.4 1.0 0.7 -0.9 -1.0 1.5
Productivity per hour worked 2.0 3.4 0.6 3.9 3.8 3.4 2.9 2.9 -0.2 -2.0 -2.3 3.7 0.7
Harmonized CPI 0.5 1.3 2.7 1.9 2.3 1.0 0.8 1.5 1.7 3.3 1.9 1.7 1.6
Price deﬂator GDP 0.9 1.4 2.4 1.5 1.8 0.3 0.9 1.9 2.8 3.2 2.0 2.4 2.1
Nominal compensation per employee 1.3 7.3 4.3 2.9 3.2 4.0 3.1 2.1 5.0 1.3 1.4 2.1 2.5
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 0.4 5.8 1.9 1.3 1.4 3.7 2.2 0.1 2.2 -1.9 -0.5 -0.3 0.4
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) -0.1 6.3 2.1 1.3 1.5 3.2 2.0 0.8 3.6 -1.5 -0.4 0.2 0.6
Nominal unit labour costs -1.2 5.2 5.2 0.4 0.2 -0.9 0.2 -0.5 4.1 2.6 4.8 -0.5 0.3
Real unit labour costs -2.1 3.7 2.7 -1.1 -1.5 -1.2 -0.7 -2.4 1.4 -0.6 2.7 -2.9 -1.8EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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United Kingdom 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 3.5 3.9 2.5 2.1 2.8 3.0 2.2 2.8 2.7 -0.1 -4.9 1.2 2.1
Total employment 1.4 1.2 0.8 0.8 1.0 1.1 1.0 0.9 0.7 0.7 -1.6 -0.3 0.7
Labour productivity 2.1 2.7 1.6 1.3 1.8 1.9 1.1 1.9 2.0 -0.8 -3.4 1.5 1.5
Annual average hours worked -0.7 -0.6 0.2 -1.1 -1.1 -0.3 0.2 -0.3 0.1 -1.2 -1.1 -0.6 -0.6
Productivity per hour worked 2.8 3.4 1.4 2.5 3.0 2.2 0.9 2.2 1.9 0.4 -2.3 2.1 2.1
Harmonized CPI 1.3 0.8 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.3 2.1 2.3 2.3 3.6 2.2 2.4 1.4
Price deﬂator GDP 2.1 1.2 2.1 3.1 3.1 2.5 2.0 3.1 3.0 3.0 1.3 2.5 1.4
Nominal compensation per employee 4.5 5.7 5.1 3.2 4.8 3.8 3.6 4.5 5.0 1.5 2.0 1.4 1.6
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 2.3 4.4 2.9 0.1 1.7 1.3 1.6 1.4 2.0 -1.5 0.7 -1.0 0.2
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 3.2 4.5 3.1 1.7 2.9 2.0 1.2 1.7 2.1 -1.6 0.7 -1.0 0.2
Nominal unit labour costs 2.4 2.9 3.4 1.9 2.9 1.9 2.5 2.6 3.0 2.3 5.5 -0.1 0.2
Real unit labour costs 0.3 1.7 1.3 -1.2 -0.1 -0.6 0.4 -0.4 0.0 -0.7 4.2 -2.5 -1.3
Croatia 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP -1.5 3.0 3.8 5.4 5.0 4.2 4.2 4.7 5.5 2.4 -5.8 -0.5 2.0
Total employment -3.3 4.0 -5.4 4.2 0.6 1.7 0.8 -0.6 3.5 1.1 -2.5 -2.0 0.5
Labour productivity 1.9 -0.9 9.8 1.2 4.3 2.5 3.4 5.4 1.9 1.3 -3.4 1.5 1.5
Annual average hours worked :::::::::::::
Productivity per hour worked :::::::::::::
Harmonized CPI 3.7 4.5 4.3 2.5 2.4 2.1 3.0 3.3 2.7 5.8 2.2 1.5 3.0
Price deﬂator GDP 3.7 4.5 4.0 3.5 3.9 3.8 3.3 3.4 4.0 6.4 3.3 0.4 2.5
Nominal compensation per employee 10.7 0.1 9.4 6.1 0.5 13.5 6.4 -2.1 5.3 9.3 2.2 0.6 3.0
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 6.7 -4.3 5.2 2.5 -3.3 9.3 3.0 -5.4 1.2 2.7 -1.1 0.1 0.5
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 6.8 -4.9 4.8 3.8 -1.5 11.2 3.0 16.7 2.2 3.0 0.1 -0.9 0.0
Nominal unit labour costs 8.7 1.0 -0.3 4.8 -3.7 10.7 2.9 -7.1 3.3 7.9 5.8 -0.9 1.5
Real unit labour costs 4.8 -3.4 -4.2 1.3 -7.3 6.7 -0.4 -10.2 -0.7 1.4 2.4 -1.4 -1.0
Macedonia FYR 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 4.3 4.5 -4.5 0.9 2.8 4.1 4.1 4.0 5.9 4.9 -0.7 1.3 2.0
Total employment -0.6 0.3 -1.7 -0.6 -1.9 -2.2 2.1 3.2 4.3 6.2 3.4 1.5 2.0
Labour productivity 5.0 4.2 -2.9 1.4 4.8 6.4 2.0 0.8 1.5 -1.2 -4.0 -0.2 -0.1
Annual average hours worked :::::::::::::
Productivity per hour worked :::::::::::::
Harmonized CPI -1.1 5.8 5.5 1.8 1.2 -0.4 0.5 3.2 2.3 8.3 -0.8 1.3 2.0
Price deﬂator GDP 2.7 8.2 3.6 3.4 0.3 1.3 3.8 7.4 7.6 7.5 2.8 2.1 3.2
Nominal compensation per employee 6.2 4.9 -0.2 4.5 7.9 -2.9 -3.3 11.7 -4.8 9.0 1.0 0.7 0.9
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 3.4 -3.1 -3.7 1.0 7.7 -4.1 -6.8 3.9 -11.6 1.3 -1.7 -1.3 -2.3
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 6.5 -3.4 -5.2 2.3 4.3 -3.8 -4.1 5.3 -6.5 -1.4 1.4 -0.6 -1.1
Nominal unit labour costs 1.2 0.6 2.7 3.1 3.0 -8.7 -5.1 10.8 -6.3 10.3 5.3 1.0 0.9
Real unit labour costs -1.5 -7.0 -0.8 -0.4 2.7 -9.9 -8.6 3.2 -12.9 2.6 2.5 -1.1 -2.2
Turkey 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP -3.4 6.8 -5.7 6.6 4.9 9.4 8.4 6.9 4.7 0.4 -4.5 4.7 4.5
Total employment 2.1 -0.4 -1.0 -1.8 -1.0 3.0 1.4 1.3 1.1 2.2 0.4 0.9 1.4
Labour productivity -5.4 7.2 -4.7 8.5 5.9 6.1 6.9 5.5 3.5 -1.7 -4.9 3.7 3.1
Annual average hours worked :::::::::::::
Productivity per hour worked :::::::::::::
Harmonized CPI 61.4 53.2 56.8 47.0 25.3 10.1 8.1 9.3 8.8 10.4 6.3 9.0 7.8
Price deﬂator GDP 54.2 49.2 52.9 36.9 23.8 12.4 7.1 9.3 6.2 12.2 5.1 6.3 6.2
Nominal compensation per employee 84.4 44.9 43.6 37.9 27.9 16.5 11.6 12.7 12.7 8.6 -0.8 6.4 7.2
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) 19.6 -2.9 -6.1 0.3 3.7 3.6 4.2 3.1 6.1 -2.7 -5.3 0.1 1.0
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) 20.2 -6.4 -4.1 -0.5 3.7 5.1 3.1 2.6 5.8 -1.6 -6.7 -1.9 1.0
Nominal unit labour costs 94.9 32.9 51.8 28.8 20.3 9.8 4.4 6.8 8.9 10.0 4.6 2.5 4.0
Real unit labour costs 26.4 -11.0 -0.7 -6.3 -2.4 -2.3 -2.5 -2.3 2.5 -1.5 -0.2 -3.5 -2.0
Iceland 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Real GDP 4.1 4.3 3.9 0.1 2.4 7.7 7.5 4.6 6.0 1.0 -6.5 -1.1 1.9
Total employment 3.7 2.0 1.7 -1.4 0.1 -0.4 3.3 5.1 4.5 0.8 -6.0 -0.8 1.4
Labour productivity 0.4 2.3 2.2 1.6 2.3 8.2 4.1 -0.5 1.4 0.2 -0.5 -0.3 0.5
Annual average hours worked :::::::::::::
Productivity per hour worked :::::::::::::
Harmonized CPI 2.1 4.4 6.6 5.3 1.4 2.3 1.4 4.6 3.6 12.8 16.3 8.7 5.7
Price deﬂator GDP 3.3 3.6 8.6 5.6 0.6 2.5 2.8 8.8 5.7 11.9 8.6 1.7 7.8
Nominal compensation per employee :::::::::::::
Real compensation per employee (GDP deﬂator) :::::::::::::
Real compensation per employee (private consumption deﬂator) :::::::::::::
Nominal unit labour costs :::::::::::::
Real unit labour costs :::::::::::::Statistical annex
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All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) : 474 647 477 983 479 214 480 427 482 079 484 401 486 446 488 470 490 592 492 221
2. Population aged 15-64 : 319 598 320 968 322 184 323 188 324 132 326 330 327 872 329 195 330 387 330 870
3. Total employment (000) 206 710 209 874 211 860 212 635 213 379 214 812 216 843 220 390 224 357 226 448 222 305
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 197 212 198 900 200 792 200 901 202 305 204 076 207 368 211 369 215 277 217 751 213 887
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 61.8 62.2 62.6 62.4 62.6 63.0 63.5 64.5 65.4 65.9 64.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 66.2 66.6 66.9 66.7 67.0 67.4 68.1 69.1 70.0 70.5 69.1
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 37.1 37.5 37.5 36.7 36.1 36.2 36.1 36.6 37.4 37.6 35.2
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 75.6 76.0 76.2 76.0 76.2 76.7 77.2 78.2 79.1 79.6 78.2
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 36.5 36.9 37.7 38.5 40.0 40.7 42.3 43.5 44.6 45.6 46.0
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : 58.3 58.1 58.1 57.9 58.3 59.1 60.0 60.5 59.2
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 16.8 16.6 16.5 16.4 16.6 16.3 16.2 15.9 15.7 15.5 15.5
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 15.9 16.2 16.2 16.2 16.5 17.2 17.8 18.1 18.2 18.2 18.8
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 11.8 12.3 12.4 12.3 12.7 13.3 14.0 14.4 14.5 14.0 13.5
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 65.2 65.9 66.2 66.9 67.5 68.1 68.5 68.9 69.1 69.5 70.4
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 27.3 26.8 26.6 26.1 25.7 25.4 25.2 25.1 25.1 24.9 24.1
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 7.5 7.3 7.1 7.0 6.8 6.5 6.3 6.0 5.8 5.6 5.6
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 68.6 68.6 68.6 68.9 69.3 69.8 70.3 70.5 70.9 71.1
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 45.9 45.6 45.0 44.3 44.4 44.3 44.2 44.2 44.5 43.8
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 82.6 82.5 82.6 82.9 83.4 83.8 84.3 84.4 84.8 84.9
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 39.7 40.3 41.1 42.7 43.6 45.2 46.4 47.2 48.1 49.1
21. Total unemployment (000) : 19 516 19 245 20 260 20 563 20 960 20 772 19 249 16 955 16 771 21 445
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 8.7 8.5 8.9 9.0 9.1 8.9 8.2 7.1 7.0 8.9
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 17.3 17.3 18.0 18.1 18.5 18.3 17.1 15.3 15.4 19.6
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 4.0 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.2 : 3.7 3.1 2.6 3.0
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) : 8.4 8.1 8.3 8.2 8.2 8.2 7.6 6.8 6.9 8.7
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) : 230 855 232 675 233 412 234 031 234 847 236 125 237 266 238 323 239 383 240 255
2. Population aged 15-64 : 159 064 159 854 160 528 161 061 161 570 162 719 163 590 164 240 164 819 165 062
3. Total employment (000) 117 814 118 995 119 656 119 659 119 690 119 991 120 780 122 465 124 388 125 019 121 628
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 112 379 112 695 113 303 112 936 113 306 113 773 115 263 117 203 119 089 119 931 116 749
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 70.7 70.8 70.9 70.4 70.3 70.4 70.8 71.6 72.5 72.8 70.7
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 75.8 76.0 76.0 75.5 75.5 75.6 76.0 76.9 77.8 78.0 75.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 40.7 40.8 40.7 39.7 39.0 39.1 39.0 39.6 40.4 40.4 37.2
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 85.5 85.6 85.5 84.9 84.8 84.8 85.2 86.0 86.8 86.9 84.6
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 46.9 47.1 47.7 48.4 49.9 50.4 51.6 52.7 53.9 55.0 54.8
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : 69.7 69.2 68.9 68.6 68.9 69.6 70.5 70.7 68.5
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 19.2 19.1 19.0 19.1 19.5 19.3 19.2 18.9 18.7 18.6 18.7
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 6.4 6.5 6.6 6.6 6.7 7.1 7.4 7.7 7.7 7.9 8.3
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 11.3 11.6 11.7 11.6 12.0 12.8 13.6 13.9 13.8 13.3 12.7
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 55.6 56.3 56.5 57.0 57.4 57.9 58.1 58.4 58.5 60.1 60.9
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 36.4 35.9 35.8 35.3 35.0 34.8 34.7 34.8 35.0 33.9 33.0
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 8.0 7.8 7.6 7.6 7.6 7.3 7.1 6.8 6.5 6.1 6.1
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 77.2 77.0 76.8 76.9 77.0 77.3 77.6 77.7 78.0 77.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 49.5 49.2 48.6 47.9 47.8 47.8 47.6 47.6 47.9 47.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 91.9 91.6 91.4 91.5 91.5 91.7 92.0 91.9 92.0 91.8
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 50.7 51.1 51.7 53.3 54.0 55.2 56.1 57.0 57.9 58.6
21. Total unemployment (000) : 9 740 9 752 10 432 10 612 10 807 10 686 9 820 8 589 8 673 11 784
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 7.8 7.8 8.3 8.4 8.5 8.3 7.6 6.6 6.6 9.0
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 16.6 16.9 17.9 18.1 18.4 18.3 16.9 15.1 15.6 20.8
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.8 3.9 : 3.5 2.8 2.4 2.9
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) : 8.7 8.5 8.9 8.9 8.8 8.8 8.1 7.2 7.5 9.8
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) : 243 789 245 306 245 801 246 394 247 231 248 275 249 180 250 148 251 209 251 966
2. Population aged 15-64 : 160 533 161 114 161 656 162 127 162 562 163 611 164 282 164 955 165 568 165 807
3. Total employment (000) 88 896 90 879 92 204 92 976 93 688 94 821 96 063 97 925 99 969 101 429 100 678
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 84 837 86 206 87 489 87 965 88 999 90 303 92 105 94 167 96 187 97 820 97 138
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 53.0 53.7 54.3 54.4 54.9 55.6 56.3 57.3 58.3 59.1 58.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 56.6 57.3 57.9 58.1 58.7 59.4 60.2 61.3 62.2 63.0 62.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 33.6 34.1 34.2 33.8 33.2 33.2 33.1 33.5 34.3 34.6 33.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 65.7 66.3 66.9 67.1 67.7 68.5 69.2 70.3 71.4 72.3 71.7
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 26.7 27.4 28.2 29.1 30.7 31.6 33.6 34.9 35.9 36.8 37.8
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : 47.2 47.3 47.7 47.6 48.0 49.0 49.9 50.7 50.1
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 13.7 13.5 13.3 12.9 12.8 12.5 12.4 12.2 12.0 11.8 11.6
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 28.5 28.9 28.6 28.5 29.0 30.0 30.9 31.2 31.2 31.1 31.5
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 12.5 13.0 13.3 13.2 13.5 13.9 14.5 15.0 15.2 14.9 14.4
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 77.8 78.2 78.5 79.4 80.0 80.7 81.2 81.8 82.1 81.7 82.5
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 15.3 15.2 15.0 14.5 14.1 13.8 13.4 13.2 13.1 13.3 12.6
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 6.9 6.6 6.5 6.1 5.9 5.5 5.4 5.0 4.9 5.0 4.9
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 60.1 60.2 60.5 61.0 61.7 62.4 63.0 63.3 63.9 64.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 42.3 41.9 41.4 40.7 40.8 40.7 40.7 40.7 41.0 40.6
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 73.3 73.4 73.7 74.4 75.4 75.9 76.5 76.9 77.5 78.0
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 29.5 30.1 31.1 32.8 33.8 35.8 37.2 38.1 38.8 40.2
21. Total unemployment (000) : 9 776 9 493 9 828 9 951 10 153 10 086 9 429 8 366 8 098 9 661
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 9.8 9.4 9.7 9.7 9.8 9.6 8.9 7.8 7.5 8.8
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 18.2 17.8 18.1 18.1 18.7 18.4 17.4 15.6 15.3 18.2
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 4.6 4.4 4.5 4.5 4.6 : 4.0 3.3 2.8 3.1
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) : 8.2 7.7 7.7 7.5 7.6 7.6 7.2 6.4 6.3 7.5EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 369 708 371 160 373 352 375 166 377 507 379 334 381 777 383 958 386 171 388 391 389 998
2. Population aged 15-64 248 341 248 630 249 702 250 689 252 226 252 909 254 923 256 288 257 616 258 787 259 254
3. Total employment (000) 163 342 166 912 169 286 170 459 171 245 172 606 174 243 176 851 179 740 181 041 177 696
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 155 322 157 710 159 967 160 995 162 589 164 018 166 687 169 571 172 433 174 094 170 884
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 62.5 63.4 64.1 64.2 64.5 64.9 65.4 66.2 66.9 67.3 65.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 66.4 67.3 67.9 68.1 68.4 68.9 69.5 70.3 71.1 71.5 70.1
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 39.6 40.5 40.9 40.6 40.1 40.1 40.0 40.4 41.0 41.0 38.2
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 75.7 76.5 77.0 77.1 77.3 77.7 78.2 79.0 79.7 80.0 78.5
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 37.1 37.8 38.8 40.2 41.7 42.6 44.2 45.3 46.5 47.4 48.0
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 58.0 58.7 58.8 58.8 58.6 58.9 59.6 60.3 60.7 59.2
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 14.6 14.4 14.3 14.2 14.3 14.4 14.3 14.3 14.1 14.0 14.0
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 17.6 17.7 17.9 18.1 18.5 19.4 20.2 20.8 20.9 21.0 21.6
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 13.4 13.7 13.5 13.1 13.2 13.7 14.3 14.7 14.8 14.4 13.7
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 69.6 70.1 70.5 71.1 71.7 72.2 72.5 72.9 73.1 73.4 74.4
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 26.1 25.7 25.4 25.0 24.5 24.1 23.9 23.6 23.5 23.2 22.3
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 4.3 4.1 4.0 3.9 3.8 3.7 3.7 3.5 3.4 3.4 3.4
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 68.9 69.2 69.2 69.7 70.2 70.7 71.2 71.8 72.0 72.5 72.5
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 48.2 48.2 47.9 47.8 47.6 47.6 48.0 48.1 48.2 48.4 47.5
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 82.2 82.4 82.4 82.8 83.3 83.8 84.2 84.7 84.9 85.3 85.4
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 40.3 40.8 41.5 42.9 44.6 45.5 47.2 48.3 49.3 50.0 51.2
21. Total unemployment (000) 14 884 13 543 12 928 13 727 14 517 14 911 15 162 14 528 13 323 13 677 17 401
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 8.5 7.7 7.3 7.6 8.0 8.1 8.1 7.7 7.0 7.1 9.0
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 16.4 14.8 14.2 14.7 15.3 16.0 16.3 15.7 14.7 15.3 19.2
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.9 3.4 3.1 3.1 3.3 3.4 : 3.2 2.8 2.6 3.0
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 8.5 7.7 6.9 7.2 7.5 7.6 7.9 7.6 7.2 7.5 9.2
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 180 510 180 986 182 231 183 258 184 440 185 333 186 646 187 852 189 022 190 150 190 998
2. Population aged 15-64 124 227 124 114 124 742 125 286 126 045 126 372 127 373 128 147 128 806 129 375 129 582
3. Total employment (000) 94 271 95 738 96 691 96 782 96 778 97 013 97 429 98 618 99 928 100 085 97 232
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 89 549 90 310 91 196 91 241 91 691 91 944 92 953 94 302 95 596 95 948 93 229
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 72.1 72.8 73.1 72.8 72.7 72.8 73.0 73.6 74.2 74.2 71.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 76.7 77.4 77.7 77.4 77.4 77.5 77.7 78.4 79.1 79.0 76.7
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 43.1 44.0 44.3 43.6 43.0 43.0 42.9 43.3 43.8 43.5 39.8
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 86.5 87.2 87.3 86.8 86.6 86.5 86.7 87.3 87.8 87.6 85.1
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 47.5 48.0 48.9 50.1 51.6 52.2 53.2 54.1 55.3 56.2 56.2
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 71.1 71.5 71.2 70.8 70.4 70.6 71.1 71.7 71.6 69.3
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 17.3 17.2 17.1 17.1 17.3 17.5 17.4 17.4 17.3 17.2 17.4
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 6.1 6.1 6.2 6.6 6.7 7.2 7.7 8.1 8.3 8.5 8.9
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 12.6 12.8 12.5 12.2 12.3 12.9 13.7 14.0 14.0 13.5 12.7
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 59.4 59.9 60.3 60.7 61.2 61.6 61.8 62.0 62.2 63.9 64.9
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 35.5 35.2 35.0 34.6 34.2 33.9 33.7 33.6 33.6 32.1 31.1
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 5.0 4.9 4.8 4.7 4.6 4.5 4.4 4.4 4.2 3.9 4.0
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 78.3 78.3 78.3 78.4 78.6 78.6 79.0 79.2 79.3 79.5 79.2
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 51.7 51.6 51.4 51.2 51.0 50.9 51.2 51.3 51.3 51.5 50.2
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 92.7 92.7 92.4 92.4 92.5 92.4 92.6 92.8 92.8 92.8 92.5
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 51.5 51.7 52.2 53.4 55.1 55.9 56.9 57.6 58.5 59.2 60.1
21. Total unemployment (000) 7 366 6 645 6 433 6 956 7 412 7 591 7 761 7 339 6 677 7 045 9 545
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 7.5 6.7 6.5 6.9 7.3 7.4 7.5 7.1 6.4 6.7 9.1
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 15.3 13.7 13.5 14.4 15.3 15.7 16.2 15.6 14.6 15.6 20.5
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.3 2.9 2.7 2.7 3.0 3.1 : 3.0 2.6 2.4 2.9
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 8.6 7.7 7.1 7.6 8.0 7.9 8.4 8.0 7.5 8.0 10.3
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 189 197 190 174 191 121 191 909 193 067 194 001 195 131 196 106 197 148 198 241 199 000
2. Population aged 15-64 124 113 124 516 124 960 125 404 126 182 126 537 127 550 128 141 128 810 129 412 129 673
3. Total employment (000) 69 071 71 175 72 596 73 677 74 468 75 593 76 813 78 233 79 812 80 957 80 464
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 65 774 67 401 68 771 69 754 70 898 72 074 73 734 75 270 76 838 78 145 77 655
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 53.0 54.1 55.0 55.6 56.2 57.0 57.8 58.7 59.7 60.4 59.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 56.1 57.3 58.2 58.8 59.5 60.4 61.3 62.3 63.2 64.0 63.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 36.0 37.0 37.4 37.5 37.1 37.1 37.1 37.4 38.1 38.4 36.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 64.7 65.8 66.7 67.3 68.0 68.9 69.6 70.6 71.6 72.4 71.8
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 27.1 28.0 29.1 30.7 32.2 33.2 35.5 36.8 38.1 39.0 40.1
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 45.4 46.2 46.8 47.2 47.2 47.7 48.5 49.4 50.1 49.6
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 10.8 10.6 10.5 10.3 10.4 10.4 10.4 10.3 10.2 10.1 9.9
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 33.2 33.2 33.3 33.3 33.8 35.1 36.1 36.7 36.7 36.6 37.0
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 14.3 14.7 14.6 14.3 14.3 14.6 15.1 15.6 15.7 15.4 14.7
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 83.1 83.5 83.8 84.4 84.9 85.4 85.8 86.2 86.4 86.0 86.8
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 13.6 13.4 13.1 12.6 12.3 11.9 11.6 11.3 11.1 11.4 10.7
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 3.3 3.2 3.1 2.9 2.8 2.7 2.7 2.5 2.5 2.6 2.5
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 59.5 60.0 60.2 61.0 61.7 62.7 63.5 64.3 64.7 65.4 65.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 44.6 44.8 44.2 44.3 44.1 44.3 44.6 44.7 44.9 45.2 44.6
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 71.6 72.1 72.3 73.1 74.0 75.2 75.8 76.5 77.0 77.8 78.2
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 29.6 30.3 31.1 32.8 34.4 35.6 37.9 39.4 40.4 41.2 42.7
21. Total unemployment (000) 7 518 6 898 6 495 6 771 7 105 7 320 7 402 7 189 6 646 6 632 7 856
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 9.9 8.9 8.3 8.5 8.8 8.9 8.9 8.5 7.8 7.6 9.0
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 17.7 16.0 15.0 15.0 15.4 16.3 16.5 16.0 14.9 14.9 17.8
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.6 4.1 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.8 : 3.5 3.1 2.8 3.1
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 8.5 7.8 6.8 6.8 6.9 7.2 7.5 7.3 6.8 6.8 8.1Statistical annex
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Labour market indicators: Belgium
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 10 214 10 239 10 263 10 310 10 356 10 396 10 477 10 546 10 614 10 708 10 796
2. Population aged 15-64 6 710 6 719 6 728 6 758 6 791 6 818 6 876 6 941 7 008 7 073 7 126
3. Total employment (000) 4 028 4 109 4 166 4 159 4 161 4 199 4 258 4 309 4 379 4 461 4 445
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 3 980 4 068 4 033 4 047 4 047 4 114 4 199 4 233 4 348 4 414 4 389
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 59.3 60.5 59.9 59.9 59.6 60.3 61.1 61.0 62.0 62.4 61.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 64.5 65.8 65.0 65.0 64.7 65.6 66.5 66.5 67.7 68.0 67.1
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 28.2 29.1 29.7 29.4 27.4 27.8 27.5 27.6 27.5 27.4 25.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 76.2 77.4 76.6 76.5 76.5 77.3 78.3 78.4 79.7 80.5 79.8
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 24.6 26.3 25.1 26.6 28.1 30.0 31.8 32.0 34.4 34.5 35.3
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 60.5 55.8 55.4 54.7 55.8 56.2 56.5 57.7 57.8 56.9
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 17.5 17.1 16.7 16.6 16.6 16.5 16.3 16.2 16.1 16.1 16.2
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 18.4 18.9 18.5 19.1 20.5 21.4 22.0 22.2 22.1 22.6 23.4
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 9.9 9.1 8.8 8.1 8.4 8.7 8.9 8.7 8.6 8.3 8.2
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 74.8 75.0 75.2 76.0 76.6 77.1 77.5 77.8 78.1 78.3 78.9
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 23.0 22.8 22.7 22.0 21.4 20.9 20.5 20.3 20.1 19.9 19.3
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.3 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.8
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 64.9 65.1 64.2 64.8 64.9 65.9 66.7 66.5 67.1 67.1 66.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 35.7 35.3 35.7 35.7 35.0 35.3 35.0 34.7 33.9 33.4 32.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 82.3 82.4 81.2 81.9 82.3 83.4 84.6 84.5 85.3 85.7 85.6
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 25.9 27.1 25.9 27.7 28.9 31.2 33.3 33.6 35.9 36.1 37.2
21. Total unemployment (000)  370  302  286  331  362  379  390  383  353  333  380
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 8.5 6.9 6.6 7.5 8.2 8.4 8.5 8.3 7.5 7.0 7.9
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 21.0 16.7 16.8 17.7 21.8 21.2 21.5 20.5 18.8 18.0 21.9
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.8 3.7 3.2 3.7 3.7 4.1 4.4 4.2 3.8 3.3 3.5
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 7.5 6.2 6.1 6.3 7.6 7.5 7.5 7.1 6.4 6.0 7.1
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 4 994 5 006 5 018 5 042 5 067 5 086 5 127 5 162 5 197 5 246 5 291
2. Population aged 15-64 3 380 3 384 3 388 3 403 3 420 3 443 3 459 3 491 3 524 3 557 3 582
3. Total employment (000) 2 333 2 377 2 410 2 390 2 368 2 388 2 400 2 417 2 443 2 469 2 442
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2 302 2 351 2 331 2 323 2 300 2 337 2 361 2 371 2 421 2 439 2 406
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 68.1 69.5 68.8 68.3 67.3 67.9 68.3 67.9 68.7 68.6 67.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 74.1 75.5 74.5 74.0 73.1 73.8 74.3 74.0 75.0 74.7 73.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 31.2 32.8 33.2 32.2 29.9 30.1 29.7 30.4 29.9 29.7 27.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 86.3 87.3 86.5 86.1 85.0 85.8 86.1 85.9 87.0 87.0 85.7
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 33.8 36.4 35.1 36.0 37.8 39.1 41.7 40.9 42.9 42.8 42.9
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 74.4 68.6 67.6 66.7 67.6 67.4 67.7 68.6 68.2 66.7
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 18.9 18.9 18.7 18.6 18.5 18.9 18.8 19.0 19.0 19.2 19.4
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 5.1 5.5 5.2 5.6 6.4 6.8 7.6 7.4 7.5 7.9 8.6
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 7.3 6.7 6.3 5.8 6.2 6.4 6.8 6.9 6.8 6.6 6.5
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 64.7 65.2 65.5 66.4 67.2 67.6 68.3 67.9 68.6 69.3 70.3
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 32.6 32.1 31.9 31.1 30.3 29.9 29.3 29.7 29.1 28.4 27.5
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.7 2.8 2.6 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.4 2.5 2.3 2.2 2.2
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 73.4 73.7 73.2 73.2 72.9 73.4 73.9 73.4 73.6 73.3 72.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 38.4 38.7 39.6 38.9 38.4 37.7 37.6 37.4 36.1 36.0 34.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 92.0 91.8 91.0 91.3 90.9 91.8 92.2 91.9 92.5 92.3 91.8
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 35.3 37.5 36.3 37.5 38.9 40.4 43.4 42.7 44.4 44.4 45.2
21. Total unemployment (000)  178  141  147  167  192  191  196  191  174  170  204
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 7.1 5.6 5.9 6.7 7.7 7.5 7.6 7.4 6.7 6.5 7.8
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 19.4 14.5 16.0 17.2 22.2 20.2 21.0 18.8 17.1 17.3 21.5
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.0 3.1 2.9 3.2 3.4 3.7 3.9 3.7 3.3 3.0 3.4
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 7.2 5.9 6.4 6.7 8.5 7.6 7.9 7.0 6.2 6.2 7.5
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 5 220 5 233 5 245 5 267 5 289 5 310 5 350 5 384 5 417 5 462 5 505
2. Population aged 15-64 3 331 3 336 3 341 3 355 3 371 3 375 3 417 3 450 3 484 3 517 3 543
3. Total employment (000) 1 694 1 732 1 755 1 769 1 792 1 811 1 859 1 892 1 936 1 992 2 002
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1 678 1 717 1 702 1 724 1 746 1 777 1 838 1 862 1 927 1 975 1 984
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 50.4 51.5 51.0 51.4 51.8 52.6 53.8 54.0 55.3 56.2 56.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 54.7 56.0 55.3 55.8 56.2 57.2 58.6 58.8 60.3 61.3 61.0
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 25.1 25.4 26.0 26.5 24.7 25.4 25.2 24.7 25.0 25.0 23.2
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 65.8 67.2 66.5 66.8 67.8 68.5 70.4 70.7 72.3 73.8 73.8
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 15.7 16.6 15.5 17.5 18.7 21.1 22.1 23.2 26.0 26.3 27.7
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 46.6 43.0 43.2 42.9 44.4 45.2 45.6 47.1 47.7 47.4
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 15.6 14.6 14.0 13.9 14.0 13.2 13.1 12.7 12.6 12.2 12.4
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 36.9 37.4 36.9 37.4 39.1 40.5 40.5 41.1 40.6 40.9 41.5
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 13.2 12.3 12.0 11.2 11.1 11.7 11.4 10.9 10.8 10.2 10.2
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 88.3 88.5 88.5 88.7 88.8 89.4 89.3 90.1 89.8 90.2 90.3
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 10.1 10.2 10.2 9.9 9.8 9.2 9.3 8.7 8.9 8.6 8.4
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 1.6 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.3
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 56.3 56.4 55.1 56.3 56.9 58.2 59.5 59.5 60.4 60.8 60.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 32.8 31.8 31.7 32.4 31.4 32.8 32.3 31.9 31.6 30.8 29.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 72.4 72.7 71.2 72.4 73.6 74.8 76.8 77.0 78.0 79.0 79.2
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 16.8 17.1 15.9 18.2 19.2 22.1 23.4 24.6 27.5 27.9 29.3
21. Total unemployment (000)  192  161  138  164  170  188  194  192  179  163  176
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 10.3 8.5 7.5 8.6 8.9 9.5 9.5 9.3 8.5 7.6 8.1
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 23.0 19.5 17.8 18.3 21.3 22.4 22.1 22.6 20.9 18.7 22.5
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 5.9 4.6 3.5 4.3 4.2 4.7 5.0 4.9 4.3 3.7 3.6
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 7.8 6.5 5.7 5.9 6.7 7.3 7.1 7.2 6.6 5.8 6.7EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Labour market indicators: Bulgaria
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) : 6 835 7 884 7 877 7 821 7 786 7 747 7 706 7 673 7 640 7 607
2. Population aged 15-64 : 5 491 5 375 5 357 5 308 5 306 5 283 5 238 5 198 5 169 5 122
3. Total employment (000) 3 318 3 239 3 215 3 222 3 317 3 403 3 495 3 612 3 714 3 836 3 723
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : 2 768 2 672 2 709 2 785 2 877 2 947 3 072 3 209 3 306 3 205
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 50.4 49.7 50.6 52.5 54.2 55.8 58.6 61.7 64.0 62.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) : 55.3 54.8 55.8 58.0 60.1 61.9 65.1 68.4 70.7 68.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 19.7 19.8 19.4 20.7 21.5 21.6 23.2 24.5 26.3 24.8
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 68.5 67.2 67.6 69.2 71.2 73.0 75.7 79.4 81.3 79.2
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 20.8 24.0 27.0 30.0 32.5 34.7 39.6 42.6 46.0 46.1
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : 50.3 50.6 52.5 54.5 55.3 58.2 61.4 63.5 61.9
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 27.8 28.2 29.3 29.2 28.7 28.5 27.8 27.2 26.6 26.3 26.9
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : 3.2 2.5 2.3 2.4 2.1 2.0 1.7 2.3 2.3
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : : 6.3 5.3 6.5 7.4 6.4 6.2 5.2 5.0 4.7
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 48.6 48.1 48.7 48.7 50.3 51.1 51.6 51.6 52.0 52.5 53.0
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 27.1 27.6 27.2 27.4 26.6 26.6 27.0 28.0 28.3 28.3 27.1
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 24.3 24.4 24.1 23.9 23.1 22.3 21.4 20.4 19.7 19.3 19.9
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 60.7 62.5 61.9 60.9 61.8 62.1 64.5 66.3 67.8 67.2
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 30.5 33.2 30.9 28.8 28.9 27.9 28.9 28.9 30.1 29.5
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 80.6 81.9 80.7 79.1 79.9 80.2 82.3 84.5 85.5 84.3
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 24.0 29.2 31.8 33.9 36.2 38.0 43.0 45.7 48.7 49.2
21. Total unemployment (000)  402  561  663  608  449  400  334  306  240  200  238
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 16.4 19.5 18.2 13.7 12.1 10.1 9.0 6.9 5.6 6.8
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 33.7 38.8 37.0 28.2 25.8 22.3 19.5 15.1 12.7 16.2
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 9.4 12.1 12.0 9.0 7.2 6.0 5.0 4.1 2.9 3.0
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) : 10.8 13.4 11.5 8.1 7.5 6.2 5.6 4.4 3.8 4.8
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) : 3 270 3 818 3 820 3 792 3 775 3 754 3 731 3 714 3 700 3 681
2. Population aged 15-64 : 2 684 2 647 2 643 2 616 2 623 2 614 2 590 2 578 2 562 2 540
3. Total employment (000) : 1 724 1 683 1 693 1 756 1 805 1 866 1 920 1 977 2 046 1 982
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : 1 469 1 394 1 418 1 466 1 520 1 569 1 626 1 701 1 756 1 699
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 54.7 52.7 53.7 56.0 57.9 60.0 62.8 66.0 68.5 66.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) : 60.2 58.3 59.4 62.2 64.4 66.8 69.9 73.4 76.1 73.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 21.8 20.1 20.5 21.7 23.2 23.9 25.4 27.1 29.3 28.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 70.8 68.4 69.0 71.4 73.5 75.7 78.6 82.5 84.7 82.7
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 33.2 34.2 37.0 40.5 42.2 45.5 49.5 51.8 55.8 54.1
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : 53.5 53.9 56.3 58.3 59.6 62.5 65.7 68.2 66.3
11. Self-employed (% total employment) : 33.9 35.2 34.9 34.7 34.4 32.9 32.8 32.2 31.1 31.9
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : 2.9 2.1 1.9 2.1 1.7 1.5 1.3 2.0 2.0
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : : 6.6 5.9 7.0 7.7 6.7 6.3 5.0 5.6 5.2
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 40.7 41.9 42.2 43.8 44.6 44.7 43.9 44.3 44.8 44.7
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 30.4 29.0 29.0 28.8 29.0 30.0 31.8 32.1 32.4 31.5
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 28.8 29.0 28.8 27.5 26.4 25.3 24.3 23.6 22.8 23.8
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 66.2 67.0 66.4 65.4 66.4 67.0 68.8 70.6 72.5 72.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 34.9 35.6 34.2 31.5 31.8 31.1 31.3 31.7 34.0 34.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 83.3 84.2 83.0 81.8 82.9 83.3 85.1 87.5 88.8 88.0
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 38.4 41.7 43.7 45.6 47.2 49.9 53.6 55.3 58.7 57.4
21. Total unemployment (000)  213  303  364  336  246  222  183  156  121  104  130
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 16.7 20.2 18.9 14.1 12.6 10.3 8.7 6.5 5.5 7.0
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 36.1 42.0 40.1 31.0 27.0 23.4 18.9 14.5 13.7 17.8
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 9.5 12.6 12.5 9.3 7.3 6.1 4.8 3.7 2.7 2.8
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) : 13.1 15.4 13.8 9.8 8.6 7.3 5.9 4.6 4.7 6.0
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) : 3 566 4 066 4 057 4 030 4 010 3 993 3 975 3 958 3 941 3 925
2. Population aged 15-64 : 2 807 2 729 2 714 2 692 2 683 2 669 2 647 2 621 2 607 2 582
3. Total employment (000) : 1 515 1 532 1 529 1 561 1 598 1 629 1 692 1 737 1 789 1 741
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : 1 299 1 278 1 290 1 319 1 357 1 378 1 446 1 508 1 551 1 506
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 46.3 46.8 47.5 49.0 50.6 51.7 54.6 57.6 59.5 58.3
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) : 50.7 51.5 52.3 54.0 56.0 57.1 60.4 63.5 65.4 64.0
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 17.7 19.4 18.4 19.6 19.6 19.4 21.0 21.8 23.1 21.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 66.3 65.9 66.1 67.1 68.8 70.3 72.8 76.2 77.9 75.8
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 10.3 14.7 18.2 21.0 24.2 25.5 31.1 34.5 37.7 39.2
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : 47.2 47.5 48.8 50.8 51.1 54.0 57.1 58.9 57.7
11. Self-employed (% total employment) : 21.7 22.8 22.9 22.0 21.9 21.9 20.8 20.1 20.8 21.2
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : 3.6 3.0 2.6 2.7 2.5 2.5 2.1 2.7 2.7
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : : 5.9 4.7 6.0 7.0 6.2 6.1 5.5 4.4 4.2
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 56.8 56.8 56.4 58.0 58.7 59.7 60.6 61.0 61.5 62.8
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 24.2 25.0 25.4 24.1 23.8 23.5 23.5 23.9 23.4 21.9
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 19.0 18.2 18.2 17.9 17.5 16.8 15.9 15.1 15.1 15.3
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 55.6 58.1 57.5 56.5 57.2 57.3 60.2 62.1 63.1 62.5
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 26.3 30.9 27.6 26.1 25.9 24.5 26.4 26.0 26.1 24.8
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 78.0 79.6 78.4 76.4 76.8 77.2 79.4 81.4 82.1 80.6
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 11.8 18.0 21.5 23.8 26.8 27.8 33.9 37.2 40.2 42.1
21. Total unemployment (000)  189  258  299  272  203  178  152  149  120  96  108
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 16.2 18.6 17.3 13.2 11.5 9.8 9.3 7.3 5.8 6.6
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 30.7 35.3 33.2 24.8 24.3 21.0 20.3 15.9 11.4 13.8
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 9.2 11.4 11.4 8.6 7.1 6.0 5.3 4.5 3.1 3.1
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) : 8.6 11.5 9.3 6.5 6.3 5.2 5.3 4.1 3.0 3.4Statistical annex
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Labour market indicators: Czech Republic
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 10 235 10 222 10 176 10 171 10 179 10 196 10 229 10 265 10 320 10 422 10 499
2. Population aged 15-64 7 089 7 116 7 121 7 149 7 182 7 231 7 270 7 307 7 347 7 410 7 431
3. Total employment (000) 4 949 4 940 4 963 4 991 4 924 4 940 4 992 5 088 5 224 5 288 5 226
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 4 653 4 625 4 631 4 677 4 647 4 639 4 710 4 769 4 856 4 934 4 857
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 65.6 65.0 65.0 65.4 64.7 64.2 64.8 65.3 66.1 66.6 65.4
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 71.5 71.0 71.2 71.6 70.7 70.1 70.7 71.2 72.0 72.4 70.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 38.3 36.4 34.2 32.2 30.0 27.8 27.5 27.7 28.5 28.1 26.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 81.9 81.6 82.1 82.5 81.7 81.4 82.0 82.5 83.5 83.8 82.5
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 37.5 36.3 37.1 40.8 42.3 42.7 44.5 45.2 46.0 47.6 46.8
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 63.2 63.4 64.7 64.1 63.3 64.0 64.4 65.1 65.6 64.2
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 17.1 17.4 17.4 18.1 19.1 18.8 18.2 18.2 18.1 18.0 18.7
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 5.6 5.3 4.9 4.9 5.0 4.9 4.9 5.0 5.0 4.9 5.5
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 7.6 8.1 8.0 8.1 9.2 9.1 8.6 8.7 8.6 8.0 8.5
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 55.0 56.0 56.2 56.9 57.5 57.6 57.9 58.0 58.3 58.2 59.3
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 39.8 39.1 39.2 38.8 38.3 38.4 38.3 38.3 38.1 38.2 37.1
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 5.2 4.8 4.6 4.3 4.2 4.0 3.8 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.5
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 72.0 71.3 70.8 70.6 70.2 70.0 70.4 70.3 69.9 69.7 70.1
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 46.7 44.4 41.5 38.7 36.8 35.2 34.0 33.5 31.9 31.1 31.8
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 88.6 88.4 88.4 88.2 87.8 87.8 88.3 88.2 87.8 87.3 87.7
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 39.4 38.2 39.0 42.4 44.2 45.1 46.9 47.7 48.2 49.5 49.6
21. Total unemployment (000)  444  445  409  373  398  426  410  372  277  230  352
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 8.6 8.7 8.0 7.3 7.8 8.3 7.9 7.2 5.3 4.4 6.7
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 17.7 17.8 17.3 16.9 18.6 21.0 19.2 17.5 10.7 9.9 16.6
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.2 4.2 4.2 3.7 3.8 4.2 4.2 3.9 2.8 2.2 2.0
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 8.4 8.0 7.3 6.5 6.8 7.4 6.5 5.9 3.4 3.1 5.3
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 4 954 4 949 4 932 4 934 4 941 4 959 4 987 5 012 5 045 5 107 5 156
2. Population aged 15-64 3 524 3 538 3 545 3 563 3 582 3 616 3 646 3 671 3 696 3 739 3 760
3. Total employment (000) 2 777 2 771 2 787 2 813 2 780 2 788 2 835 2 890 2 978 3 027 2 991
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2 607 2 589 2 595 2 632 2 619 2 615 2 671 2 704 2 764 2 820 2 777
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 74.0 73.2 73.2 73.9 73.1 72.3 73.3 73.7 74.8 75.4 73.8
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 80.8 80.2 80.3 80.9 80.1 79.2 80.1 80.4 81.5 82.0 80.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 42.3 39.3 37.1 35.3 32.3 30.1 31.3 31.5 32.8 32.4 31.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 89.5 89.3 89.7 90.2 89.7 89.2 89.8 90.4 91.7 92.1 90.5
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 53.6 51.7 52.6 57.2 57.5 57.2 59.3 59.5 59.6 61.9 59.6
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 72.6 72.6 73.9 73.2 72.1 73.2 73.6 74.6 75.3 73.5
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 21.6 21.8 21.9 22.9 24.1 23.9 23.0 22.8 22.8 22.6 23.2
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 2.4 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.3 2.3 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.2 2.8
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 6.2 7.1 7.2 7.0 7.9 7.8 7.6 7.5 7.3 6.5 7.0
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 44.4 45.7 46.3 46.8 47.2 47.4 47.9 48.0 48.0 48.5 49.5
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 49.3 48.4 48.0 47.9 47.6 47.7 47.4 47.6 47.6 47.2 46.3
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 6.3 5.9 5.7 5.3 5.1 4.9 4.7 4.4 4.4 4.2 4.2
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 79.9 79.1 78.6 78.6 78.0 77.9 78.4 78.3 78.1 78.1 78.5
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 51.4 48.3 45.2 42.3 39.6 38.7 38.9 37.7 36.7 35.9 37.3
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 95.1 94.9 94.9 94.8 94.4 94.6 94.8 94.8 95.0 94.8 95.1
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 56.2 54.5 55.0 59.3 59.9 60.2 62.1 62.7 62.5 64.2 63.2
21. Total unemployment (000)  207  207  189  169  174  201  187  169  124  103  175
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 7.3 7.3 6.7 6.0 6.2 7.1 6.5 5.8 4.2 3.5 5.9
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 17.4 18.5 17.6 16.6 18.3 22.2 19.3 16.6 10.6 9.8 16.6
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 2.4 3.5 3.4 3.0 2.9 3.4 3.4 3.1 2.1 1.7 1.6
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 9.1 9.1 8.1 7.0 7.3 8.6 7.5 6.3 3.9 3.5 6.2
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 5 281 5 273 5 244 5 238 5 238 5 237 5 242 5 252 5 275 5 315 5 343
2. Population aged 15-64 3 565 3 578 3 576 3 586 3 601 3 615 3 624 3 636 3 651 3 671 3 671
3. Total employment (000) 2 173 2 169 2 176 2 178 2 144 2 152 2 157 2 199 2 246 2 262 2 235
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2 045 2 036 2 036 2 045 2 028 2 024 2 039 2 065 2 092 2 114 2 081
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 57.4 56.9 56.9 57.0 56.3 56.0 56.3 56.8 57.3 57.6 56.7
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 62.3 61.9 62.2 62.3 61.4 61.1 61.3 61.8 62.4 62.5 61.4
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 34.3 33.5 31.4 29.2 27.6 25.4 23.4 23.7 23.9 23.5 21.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 74.2 73.7 74.4 74.7 73.5 73.4 74.0 74.5 74.9 75.2 74.1
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 23.2 22.4 23.1 25.9 28.4 29.4 30.9 32.1 33.5 34.4 35.0
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 53.9 54.2 55.6 55.1 54.6 54.8 55.2 55.5 55.8 54.8
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 11.3 11.7 11.7 12.0 12.7 12.2 11.8 12.3 11.8 11.9 12.7
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 9.9 9.3 8.5 8.3 8.5 8.3 8.6 8.7 8.5 8.5 9.2
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 9.1 9.4 8.9 9.3 10.7 10.7 9.8 10.1 10.2 9.8 10.2
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 68.6 69.2 69.0 70.0 70.7 70.9 71.1 71.2 72.1 71.6 73.2
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 27.6 27.3 27.8 26.9 26.3 26.2 26.1 26.0 25.3 25.8 24.2
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 3.8 3.5 3.2 3.1 3.0 2.8 2.7 2.8 2.5 2.6 2.6
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 64.1 63.6 63.2 62.7 62.5 62.2 62.4 62.3 61.5 61.0 61.5
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 42.0 40.6 37.9 35.2 34.0 31.5 28.9 29.2 26.9 26.1 26.1
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 82.0 81.8 81.8 81.5 81.0 80.9 81.6 81.3 80.3 79.6 79.9
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 24.4 23.7 24.6 27.2 30.0 31.3 32.9 34.0 35.2 36.1 37.2
21. Total unemployment (000)  237  237  220  205  224  225  224  202  153  127  177
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 10.3 10.3 9.7 9.0 9.9 9.9 9.8 8.9 6.7 5.6 7.7
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 18.1 17.0 16.9 17.2 18.8 19.5 19.1 18.7 11.0 9.9 16.7
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.2 5.2 5.1 4.6 5.0 5.3 5.3 4.9 3.6 2.8 2.5
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 7.8 7.0 6.5 6.1 6.4 6.1 5.5 5.4 2.9 2.6 4.4EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Labour market indicators: Denmark
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 5 277 5 298 5 321 5 339 5 359 5 379 5 396 5 415 5 431 5 483 5 517
2. Population aged 15-64 3 525 3 532 3 545 3 538 3 548 3 559 3 566 3 569 3 573 3 591 3 592
3. Total employment (000) 2 746 2 760 2 785 2 787 2 756 2 739 2 767 2 825 2 908 2 964 2 864
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2 680 2 694 2 700 2 684 2 666 2 693 2 706 2 762 2 757 2 804 2 721
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 76.0 76.3 76.2 75.9 75.1 75.7 75.9 77.4 77.1 78.1 75.7
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 77.7 78.0 78.3 77.7 77.3 77.6 78.0 79.4 79.2 79.9 77.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 65.5 66.0 62.3 63.5 59.6 62.3 62.3 64.6 65.3 67.0 63.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 83.9 84.2 84.4 84.1 83.5 83.7 84.5 86.1 86.3 88.0 85.1
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 54.5 55.7 58.0 57.9 60.2 60.3 59.5 60.7 58.6 57.0 57.5
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 69.3 69.8 69.7 68.4 68.6 68.6 69.3 69.3 70.0 67.6
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 7.0 6.8 6.6 6.7 6.7 6.4 6.3 6.2 6.0 5.9 6.2
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 21.6 21.3 20.1 20.0 21.3 22.2 22.1 23.6 24.1 24.6 26.0
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 9.6 9.7 9.2 9.1 9.3 9.5 9.8 8.9 8.7 8.4 8.9
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 73.2 73.6 74.0 74.6 75.2 75.9 76.1 76.3 76.3 76.5 77.8
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 23.2 23.0 22.7 22.1 21.6 21.0 20.9 20.8 20.9 20.7 19.4
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 3.6 3.5 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.1 3.0 2.9 2.8 2.8 2.8
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 80.6 80.0 79.9 79.6 79.5 80.1 79.8 80.6 80.2 80.8 80.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 72.3 70.7 68.0 68.6 65.6 67.9 68.1 69.9 70.9 72.5 71.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 88.2 87.9 87.9 87.8 87.8 88.2 88.1 88.9 89.0 90.2 89.7
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 57.5 58.2 60.5 60.4 63.3 63.9 62.8 63.2 60.8 58.7 60.3
21. Total unemployment (000)  147  122  130  131  155  160  140  114  111  98  177
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 5.2 4.3 4.5 4.6 5.4 5.5 4.8 3.9 3.8 3.3 6.0
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 9.1 6.2 8.3 7.4 9.2 8.2 8.6 7.7 7.9 7.6 11.2
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.1 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.2 1.1 0.8 0.6 0.5 0.5
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 6.8 4.8 5.7 5.1 6.0 5.6 5.9 5.4 5.6 5.5 8.0
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 2 609 2 620 2 632 2 640 2 650 2 662 2 671 2 682 2 688 2 716 2 734
2. Population aged 15-64 1 783 1 783 1 792 1 786 1 794 1 798 1 799 1 803 1 803 1 809 1 811
3. Total employment (000) 1 479 1 479 1 490 1 490 1 483 1 465 1 478 1 506 1 550 1 576 1 505
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1 441 1 441 1 438 1 429 1 429 1 433 1 436 1 464 1 460 1 481 1 419
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 80.8 80.8 80.2 80.0 79.6 79.7 79.8 81.2 81.0 81.9 78.3
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 83.0 82.9 82.8 82.3 82.2 82.1 82.3 83.8 83.5 84.1 80.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 68.2 68.5 64.5 65.5 61.5 63.4 63.9 65.0 66.3 68.3 63.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 88.6 88.5 88.2 88.4 87.9 87.6 88.3 90.1 90.2 91.3 87.2
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 62.6 64.1 65.5 64.5 67.3 67.3 65.6 67.1 64.9 64.3 64.1
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 76.9 76.9 76.7 75.4 75.7 75.3 76.3 76.1 76.7 73.1
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 9.3 9.0 9.2 9.2 9.0 8.7 8.5 8.1 8.2 8.2 8.5
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 10.4 10.2 10.2 11.1 11.6 12.1 12.7 13.3 13.5 14.2 15.3
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 8.6 8.5 7.7 7.9 8.2 8.7 8.5 8.0 7.6 7.6 8.3
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 62.3 62.7 63.2 64.1 64.5 65.2 65.7 65.6 66.6 67.5 68.9
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 32.4 32.5 31.9 31.1 30.8 30.2 29.9 30.1 29.5 28.4 27.0
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 5.3 4.9 4.9 4.8 4.7 4.6 4.4 4.2 3.9 4.0 4.1
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 84.9 84.2 83.8 83.6 83.8 84.0 83.6 84.1 83.9 84.4 84.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 74.9 73.4 70.2 70.7 67.7 69.7 70.0 70.5 72.3 73.3 72.6
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 92.3 91.7 91.4 91.9 91.8 91.5 91.7 92.3 92.5 93.4 92.4
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 65.5 66.7 68.4 67.1 70.4 71.3 68.7 69.6 66.9 66.0 67.7
21. Total unemployment (000)  70  59  63  65  74  78  68  52  54  47  102
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 4.6 3.9 4.1 4.3 4.8 5.1 4.4 3.3 3.5 3.0 6.5
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 9.3 6.6 8.1 7.3 9.2 8.9 8.6 7.9 8.2 6.9 12.4
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.0 0.8 0.8 0.7 1.2 1.1 1.1 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.6
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 6.7 5.0 5.7 5.2 6.2 6.2 6.1 5.6 6.0 5.1 9.0
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 2 669 2 678 2 689 2 699 2 708 2 717 2 725 2 733 2 742 2 768 2 783
2. Population aged 15-64 1 743 1 749 1 752 1 752 1 753 1 762 1 767 1 767 1 770 1 782 1 781
3. Total employment (000) 1 267 1 281 1 295 1 297 1 273 1 274 1 290 1 318 1 358 1 388 1 359
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1 239 1 253 1 261 1 256 1 237 1 261 1 270 1 297 1 296 1 323 1 302
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 71.1 71.6 72.0 71.7 70.5 71.6 71.9 73.4 73.2 74.3 73.1
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 72.3 72.9 73.7 73.1 72.4 73.0 73.7 74.8 74.8 75.7 74.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 62.7 63.3 60.1 61.4 57.6 61.1 60.5 64.1 64.2 65.7 63.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 79.2 79.8 80.6 79.8 79.0 79.8 80.6 82.0 82.4 84.6 82.9
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 45.8 46.6 49.7 50.4 52.9 53.3 53.5 54.3 52.4 49.8 50.9
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 62.2 63.0 63.1 61.8 61.9 62.3 62.7 62.9 63.9 62.4
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 4.3 4.2 3.6 3.9 4.1 3.8 3.8 4.0 3.5 3.3 3.5
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 34.7 34.1 31.6 30.3 32.7 33.8 33.0 35.4 36.2 36.5 37.9
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 10.7 11.1 10.7 10.3 10.4 10.3 11.3 10.0 10.0 9.1 9.6
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 85.7 85.9 86.3 86.5 87.5 87.9 87.7 88.3 87.5 87.8 88.7
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 12.7 12.3 12.1 11.9 11.0 10.7 10.7 10.3 11.1 11.0 10.0
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 1.6 1.9 1.6 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.2 1.3
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 76.1 75.6 75.9 75.5 75.1 76.2 75.9 77.0 76.4 77.1 77.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 69.7 67.8 65.8 66.4 63.5 66.0 66.2 69.3 69.4 71.7 70.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 84.1 84.0 84.4 83.7 83.7 84.8 84.5 85.4 85.4 87.0 87.0
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 48.9 49.0 51.9 52.9 55.9 56.5 56.8 56.7 54.6 51.5 53.0
21. Total unemployment (000)  77  63  67  66  81  81  72  62  57  51  75
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 5.8 4.8 5.0 5.0 6.1 6.0 5.3 4.5 4.2 3.7 5.4
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 8.9 5.7 8.5 7.5 9.2 7.4 8.6 7.5 7.5 8.4 9.9
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.3 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.3 1.2 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.5
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 7.0 4.5 5.8 5.0 5.9 4.9 5.7 5.2 5.2 6.0 7.0Statistical annex
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Labour market indicators: Germany
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 80 962 81 132 81 345 81 558 81 598 81 589 81 529 81 489 81 363 81 265 80 967
2. Population aged 15-64 55 145 55 062 54 973 54 852 54 675 54 450 54 765 54 533 54 226 54 066 53 763
3. Total employment (000) 38 425 39 145 39 315 39 092 38 724 38 883 38 836 39 074 39 724 40 278 40 267
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 35 931 36 105 36 179 35 883 35 512 35 413 36 138 36 833 37 612 38 239 38 131
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 65.2 65.6 65.8 65.4 65.0 65.0 66.0 67.5 69.4 70.7 70.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 68.3 68.8 69.1 68.8 68.4 68.8 69.9 71.6 73.4 74.6 74.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 47.2 47.2 47.0 45.7 44.2 41.9 42.2 43.4 45.3 46.9 46.2
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 78.7 79.3 79.3 78.7 77.9 78.1 78.2 79.4 80.9 81.8 81.6
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 37.8 37.6 37.9 38.9 39.9 41.8 45.4 48.4 51.5 53.8 56.2
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 58.6 58.6 58.1 57.5 56.6 57.0 58.4 59.9 61.2 61.4
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 10.0 10.0 10.1 10.2 10.5 10.9 11.2 11.2 11.2 11.0 11.0
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 19.0 19.4 20.3 20.8 21.7 22.3 24.0 25.8 26.0 25.9 26.1
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 13.1 12.7 12.4 12.0 12.2 12.4 14.1 14.5 14.6 14.7 14.5
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 68.0 68.7 69.3 70.1 70.7 71.3 71.9 72.3 72.4 72.5 73.0
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 29.5 28.9 28.3 27.6 27.0 26.4 25.9 25.6 25.5 25.4 24.9
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.5 2.4 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 71.2 71.1 71.5 71.7 72.1 72.6 74.3 75.3 76.0 76.5 76.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 51.6 51.5 51.3 50.7 50.0 48.0 49.9 50.3 51.4 52.5 52.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 85.2 85.3 85.5 85.6 86.0 86.5 87.1 87.6 87.8 87.9 88.0
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 43.7 42.9 42.9 43.9 45.5 47.8 52.1 55.2 57.5 58.8 61.1
21. Total unemployment (000) 3 403 3 137 3 193 3 523 3 918 4 160 4 601 4 227 3 602 3 141 3 227
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 8.2 7.5 7.6 8.4 9.3 9.8 10.7 9.8 8.4 7.3 7.5
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 8.1 7.5 7.7 9.1 9.8 11.9 14.2 12.8 11.1 9.9 10.4
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.2 3.8 3.8 4.0 4.6 5.5 5.7 5.5 4.7 3.8 3.4
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 4.5 4.3 4.2 5.0 5.8 6.0 7.7 6.9 6.1 5.5 5.8
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 39 501 39 593 39 736 39 877 39 931 39 947 39 938 39 952 39 904 39 857 39 738
2. Population aged 15-64 27 813 27 751 27 715 27 642 27 549 27 451 27 559 27 479 27 297 27 213 27 055
3. Total employment (000) 21 679 21 972 21 954 21 649 21 340 21 397 21 159 21 267 21 575 21 827 21 649
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 20 245 20 230 20 175 19 845 19 540 19 434 19 643 20 005 20 382 20 667 20 442
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 72.8 72.9 72.8 71.8 70.9 70.8 71.3 72.8 74.7 75.9 75.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 76.4 76.5 76.5 75.6 74.7 74.9 75.6 77.2 79.2 80.2 79.7
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 49.8 49.7 49.3 46.9 45.4 43.6 43.7 45.1 46.9 48.8 47.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 86.9 87.2 86.9 85.6 84.3 83.9 83.7 84.9 86.4 87.2 86.2
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 46.8 46.4 46.5 47.3 48.2 50.7 53.5 56.4 59.7 61.8 63.9
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 71.1 70.9 69.9 68.9 67.8 68.7 69.7 71.4 72.7 72.2
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 12.2 12.1 12.1 12.4 12.8 13.3 13.5 13.5 13.4 13.3 13.6
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 4.9 5.0 5.3 5.8 6.1 6.5 7.8 9.3 9.4 9.4 9.7
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 12.8 12.5 12.2 11.8 12.1 12.7 14.4 14.7 14.7 14.7 14.4
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 56.5 57.3 58.0 58.7 59.4 60.2 60.9 61.4 61.3 62.3 62.9
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 40.7 39.9 39.2 38.5 37.8 37.0 36.4 35.9 36.0 35.1 34.6
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.9 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.6 2.6
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 79.2 78.9 79.0 78.8 79.1 79.2 80.6 81.3 81.8 82.1 82.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 54.9 54.7 54.3 53.1 52.7 50.8 52.5 52.9 53.7 54.8 54.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 93.6 93.4 93.5 93.2 93.2 93.0 93.6 93.8 93.8 93.6 93.4
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 53.7 52.4 52.2 53.0 54.9 57.8 61.2 64.0 66.1 67.3 69.4
21. Total unemployment (000) 1 830 1 698 1 761 1 985 2 227 2 354 2 590 2 337 1 939 1 690 1 835
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 8.1 7.5 7.8 8.8 9.8 10.3 11.2 10.2 8.5 7.4 8.0
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 9.6 8.8 9.5 11.4 12.1 13.7 15.8 14.2 12.2 10.7 11.9
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.0 3.7 3.7 4.1 4.7 5.7 6.0 5.7 4.8 3.9 3.6
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 5.1 5.0 5.0 6.2 7.2 7.2 8.8 7.8 6.8 6.1 6.8
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 41 461 41 539 41 610 41 681 41 668 41 642 41 590 41 537 41 460 41 408 41 229
2. Population aged 15-64 27 332 27 311 27 258 27 210 27 126 26 999 27 206 27 054 26 929 26 854 26 708
3. Total employment (000) 16 746 17 173 17 361 17 443 17 384 17 486 17 678 17 807 18 150 18 451 18 618
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 15 686 15 876 16 004 16 038 15 972 15 979 16 495 16 828 17 230 17 572 17 689
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 57.4 58.1 58.7 58.9 58.9 59.2 60.6 62.2 64.0 65.4 66.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 60.2 60.9 61.5 61.9 61.9 62.6 64.2 65.8 67.5 69.0 69.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 44.5 44.6 44.7 44.5 43.0 40.2 40.7 41.6 43.5 45.0 44.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 70.3 71.2 71.6 71.6 71.4 72.1 72.5 73.7 75.2 76.3 76.9
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 28.8 29.0 29.4 30.6 31.6 33.0 37.5 40.6 43.6 46.1 48.7
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 46.1 46.5 46.4 46.2 45.5 45.7 47.3 48.6 50.0 50.7
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 7.2 7.3 7.6 7.6 7.7 7.9 8.5 8.5 8.6 8.3 7.9
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 37.2 37.9 39.3 39.5 40.8 41.6 43.5 45.6 45.8 45.4 45.3
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 13.4 13.1 12.7 12.2 12.3 12.2 13.8 14.1 14.5 14.6 14.6
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 82.2 82.7 83.0 83.5 84.0 84.3 84.6 84.8 85.1 85.0 85.3
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 15.8 15.4 15.2 14.7 14.3 14.1 13.8 13.7 13.4 13.4 13.1
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.0 1.9 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.6
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 63.0 63.3 63.8 64.4 65.1 65.8 68.0 69.3 70.1 70.8 71.4
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 48.3 48.2 48.1 48.3 47.3 45.0 47.3 47.6 49.0 50.0 49.6
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 76.6 76.9 77.4 77.9 78.6 79.7 80.6 81.4 81.8 82.1 82.5
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 33.7 33.5 33.6 34.8 36.2 37.8 43.1 46.6 49.1 50.6 53.0
21. Total unemployment (000) 1 573 1 440 1 432 1 539 1 691 1 806 2 011 1 890 1 663 1 452 1 393
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 8.4 7.5 7.4 7.9 8.7 9.1 10.1 9.5 8.3 7.2 6.9
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 6.7 6.2 5.9 6.7 7.4 10.0 12.4 11.3 10.0 9.0 8.7
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.5 4.0 3.8 4.0 4.5 5.2 5.3 5.3 4.7 3.7 3.2
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 3.8 3.6 3.4 3.8 4.3 4.9 6.6 6.0 5.4 5.0 4.8
LFS indicators: 2005 break in series.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Labour market indicators: Estonia
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 1 374 1 366 1 361 1 356 1 350 1 348 1 343 1 339 1 338 1 336 1 336
2. Population aged 15-64  914  916  916  912  911  910  910  913  909  907  906
3. Total employment (000)  581  572  577  584  592  592  604  637  641  643  579
4. Population in employment aged 15-64  562  554  559  566  573  573  586  621  631  634  576
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 61.5 60.4 61.0 62.0 62.9 63.0 64.4 68.1 69.4 69.8 63.5
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 68.5 67.4 67.8 69.2 70.0 70.6 72.0 75.8 76.8 77.0 69.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 30.1 28.3 28.1 28.2 29.3 27.2 29.1 31.6 34.5 36.4 28.9
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 76.7 75.6 76.0 76.8 77.8 78.8 79.6 84.2 84.8 83.9 76.4
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 47.5 46.3 48.5 51.6 52.3 52.4 56.1 58.5 60.0 62.4 60.4
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 59.5 59.9 60.9 61.3 61.8 63.1 66.7 67.7 68.3 61.5
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 8.6 9.0 8.2 8.1 8.9 9.6 8.1 8.1 9.1 7.8 8.2
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 8.1 8.1 8.2 7.7 8.5 8.0 7.8 7.8 8.2 7.2 10.5
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 2.5 3.0 2.5 2.7 2.5 2.6 2.7 2.7 2.1 2.4 2.5
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 60.0 59.7 60.4 61.9 61.6 59.5 61.0 62.0 60.7 61.4 64.8
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 32.0 33.2 32.8 31.2 32.3 34.7 33.7 33.1 34.6 34.7 31.1
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 8.0 7.1 6.8 6.9 6.1 5.8 5.3 4.9 4.7 3.9 4.1
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 70.4 70.2 70.0 69.3 70.1 70.0 70.1 72.4 72.9 74.0 74.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 38.9 37.4 36.5 34.2 36.9 34.7 34.6 35.9 38.3 41.4 39.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 87.1 87.0 86.3 85.4 85.7 86.5 86.0 89.1 88.5 88.1 87.8
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 51.3 51.3 53.2 55.7 56.3 55.7 59.0 61.0 62.2 65.1 66.7
21. Total unemployment (000) :  90  83  67  66  64  52  41  32  38  95
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 13.6 12.6 10.3 10.0 9.7 7.9 5.9 4.7 5.5 13.8
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 24.4 23.2 17.6 20.6 21.7 15.9 12.0 10.0 12.0 27.5
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 5.0 6.3 6.1 5.4 4.6 5.0 4.2 2.9 2.3 1.7 3.8
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 8.7 9.1 8.5 6.0 7.6 7.5 5.5 4.3 3.8 5.0 11.0
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000)  632  628  627  624  621  619  616  616  615  613  613
2. Population aged 15-64  434  438  439  435  435  433  434  437  436  435  435
3. Total employment (000)  294  291  293  297  302  298  299  318  323  324  280
4. Population in employment aged 15-64  286  282  285  289  292  288  291  311  319  320  279
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 65.8 64.3 65.0 66.5 67.2 66.4 67.0 71.0 73.2 73.6 64.1
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 73.4 72.4 72.7 74.5 75.0 74.7 75.4 79.5 81.4 81.7 71.0
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 34.9 31.7 33.9 34.6 35.9 32.8 33.1 37.0 38.9 39.5 30.8
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 78.6 78.4 78.7 80.3 81.0 81.6 81.9 87.5 89.7 88.5 77.4
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 58.9 55.9 56.7 58.4 58.9 56.4 59.3 57.5 59.4 65.2 59.4
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 63.8 65.0 66.5 66.0 65.7 66.4 70.6 72.4 73.0 62.9
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 10.7 11.5 10.9 10.7 11.8 12.9 11.1 11.4 12.7 10.7 11.5
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 5.9 5.3 5.1 4.8 5.4 5.4 4.9 4.3 4.3 4.1 7.0
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 3.5 4.4 3.3 3.9 3.2 3.5 3.4 3.3 2.7 3.4 3.0
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 49.0 48.1 48.0 49.8 50.0 48.0 49.1 48.3 46.2 48.5 51.6
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 40.6 42.4 42.3 40.7 41.7 44.0 43.7 45.0 47.5 46.2 42.8
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 10.4 9.6 9.7 9.5 8.3 8.0 7.2 6.6 6.4 5.3 5.6
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 76.8 75.6 74.9 74.6 75.0 74.4 73.6 75.8 77.5 78.3 77.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 46.3 42.0 42.4 40.4 43.1 41.6 39.7 41.2 44.2 45.2 45.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 90.5 90.9 90.2 90.1 89.6 90.1 89.2 92.8 93.6 92.9 91.9
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 66.0 63.6 62.5 63.7 64.4 60.7 62.9 61.6 63.7 68.8 67.4
21. Total unemployment (000) :  50  44  36  34  35  29  21  19  20  59
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 14.5 12.9 10.8 10.2 10.4 8.8 6.2 5.4 5.8 16.9
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 24.5 20.1 14.3 16.9 21.2 16.6 10.0 12.1 12.6 31.7
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 5.5 7.0 6.8 6.3 4.8 5.6 4.2 3.2 2.8 2.0 4.5
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 11.4 10.3 8.5 5.8 7.3 8.8 6.6 4.1 5.3 5.7 14.3
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000)  742  738  734  732  729  729  727  724  723  723  723
2. Population aged 15-64  480  479  478  478  476  476  476  475  473  472  472
3. Total employment (000)  286  281  283  287  291  295  305  319  319  319  299
4. Population in employment aged 15-64  278  272  274  277  281  286  296  310  312  313  297
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 57.8 56.9 57.4 57.9 59.0 60.0 62.1 65.3 65.9 66.3 63.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 64.2 62.9 63.4 64.5 65.5 66.8 69.0 72.5 72.5 72.8 68.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 26.0 24.8 21.9 21.6 22.7 21.6 25.1 26.1 30.0 33.2 27.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 74.8 73.1 73.5 73.6 74.8 76.2 77.5 81.1 80.1 79.5 75.5
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 39.2 39.0 42.1 46.5 47.3 49.4 53.7 59.2 60.5 60.3 61.2
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 55.7 55.2 55.9 57.0 58.3 60.0 63.1 63.5 64.0 60.3
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 6.4 6.4 5.4 5.4 5.9 6.3 5.1 4.8 5.5 5.0 5.2
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 10.4 10.9 11.3 10.7 11.8 10.6 10.6 11.3 12.1 10.4 13.8
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.5 1.8 1.8 2.0 2.2 1.6 1.4 2.0
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 71.3 71.7 73.1 74.4 73.5 71.0 72.5 75.5 75.2 74.8 77.3
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 23.1 23.8 23.1 21.4 22.7 25.4 24.0 21.4 21.8 22.8 20.0
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 5.6 4.5 3.8 4.2 3.8 3.6 3.5 3.1 3.0 2.4 2.7
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 65.0 65.3 65.5 64.4 65.7 66.0 66.9 69.3 68.7 70.1 70.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 32.5 32.7 30.3 27.9 30.6 27.8 29.5 30.6 32.3 37.5 34.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 83.9 83.3 82.7 81.0 82.2 83.2 83.1 85.7 83.7 83.6 83.9
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 40.9 42.0 46.0 49.8 50.3 51.9 56.0 60.5 61.0 62.3 66.1
21. Total unemployment (000) :  41  39  31  32  29  23  19  13  18  37
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 12.7 12.2 9.7 9.9 8.9 7.1 5.6 3.9 5.3 10.6
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 24.2 27.6 22.5 26.0 22.4 14.9 14.7 7.1 11.3 22.0
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.4 5.4 5.4 4.5 4.4 4.4 4.2 2.6 1.7 1.4 3.0
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 6.5 7.9 8.4 6.3 8.0 6.2 4.4 4.5 2.3 4.2 7.6Statistical annex
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Labour market indicators: Ireland
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 3 753 3 800 3 859 3 926 3 991 4 059 4 149 4 253 4 359 4 440 4 468
2. Population aged 15-64 2 503 2 546 2 601 2 661 2 711 2 761 2 831 2 913 2 993 3 041 3 029
3. Total employment (000) 1 623 1 695 1 748 1 775 1 809 1 870 1 962 2 047 2 122 2 098 1 927
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1 584 1 660 1 712 1 742 1 776 1 830 1 915 1 999 2 067 2 055 1 873
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 63.3 65.2 65.8 65.5 65.5 66.3 67.6 68.6 69.1 67.6 61.8
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 68.8 70.4 71.1 70.7 70.6 71.5 72.6 73.5 73.8 72.3 66.7
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 49.1 50.4 49.3 47.6 47.5 47.7 48.7 50.0 49.9 45.9 35.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 73.4 75.3 76.3 76.1 75.9 76.8 77.9 78.4 78.7 77.3 72.0
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 43.7 45.3 46.8 48.0 49.0 49.5 51.6 53.1 53.8 53.7 51.0
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 60.7 60.8 60.9 60.6 61.0 62.8 2569.0 64.0 62.3 56.0
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 19.2 18.6 18.1 17.9 17.6 17.6 17.0 16.3 17.0 17.6 17.8
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 16.4 16.4 16.5 16.5 16.9 16.8 : : 18.0 18.6 21.2
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 5.1 5.9 5.3 5.3 5.2 4.1 3.7 3.4 7.3 8.5 8.5
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 63.0 63.5 64.0 65.2 65.9 66.1 66.5 66.5 67.2 68.6 72.6
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 28.3 28.8 28.8 27.9 27.5 27.7 27.6 27.8 27.3 25.6 22.1
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 8.7 7.7 7.2 6.9 6.6 6.2 5.9 5.7 5.5 5.8 5.3
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 67.1 68.2 68.6 68.6 68.8 69.5 70.8 71.8 72.4 72.0 70.2
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 53.7 54.2 53.1 52.0 52.3 52.4 53.3 54.7 54.9 52.5 46.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 77.3 78.3 78.9 79.1 79.1 79.9 80.9 81.5 82.0 81.6 80.6
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 45.4 46.5 48.0 49.3 50.2 50.8 53.1 54.4 55.2 55.5 54.6
21. Total unemployment (000)  96  74  72  83  87  88  90  95  101  141  259
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 5.6 4.2 3.9 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.4 4.5 4.6 6.3 11.9
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 8.5 6.7 7.2 8.4 8.7 8.7 8.6 8.6 8.9 13.3 24.4
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 2.4 1.6 1.3 1.3 1.5 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.7 3.4
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 4.6 3.8 3.8 4.4 4.8 4.7 4.6 4.7 5.0 6.7 11.3
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 1 864 1 888 1 919 1 951 1 983 2 018 2 067 2 124 2 179 2 215 2 221
2. Population aged 15-64 1 256 1 280 1 307 1 337 1 361 1 387 1 425 1 470 1 511 1 531 1 516
3. Total employment (000)  966 1 004 1 030 1 035 1 050 1 083 1 129 1 177 1 209 1 179 1 043
4. Population in employment aged 15-64  936  976 1 002 1 008 1 024 1 053 1 095 1 142 1 169 1 146 1 005
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 74.5 76.3 76.6 75.4 75.2 75.9 76.9 77.7 77.4 74.9 66.3
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 81.4 82.8 83.0 81.8 81.3 82.1 82.8 83.3 82.9 80.4 71.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 52.3 54.2 53.1 50.6 50.5 50.7 51.5 53.6 52.5 46.7 33.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 86.9 88.2 88.6 87.4 87.0 87.8 88.4 88.4 87.7 85.5 77.2
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 61.7 63.2 64.6 65.0 64.6 65.0 65.7 67.0 67.9 66.1 60.9
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 76.1 75.9 74.7 74.4 74.9 76.4 3240.0 76.8 73.8 64.2
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 26.4 25.4 25.3 25.2 24.8 25.0 24.2 23.4 24.5 25.3 26.5
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 7.2 6.9 6.6 6.5 6.6 6.1 : : 7.2 7.8 10.5
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 4.1 4.9 4.4 4.5 4.4 3.7 3.1 2.9 6.0 7.2 7.4
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 50.0 50.5 50.4 51.2 51.8 51.7 51.6 51.3 51.5 54.5 59.9
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 37.1 38.0 38.6 38.2 38.1 38.5 39.2 39.8 39.8 36.6 31.6
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 12.9 11.5 11.0 10.6 10.1 9.8 9.2 8.9 8.7 8.9 8.5
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 79.1 79.9 79.9 79.2 79.3 79.9 80.6 81.5 81.4 80.7 78.1
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 57.2 58.1 57.3 55.7 56.0 55.9 56.6 59.0 58.3 55.2 48.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 91.8 92.0 91.8 91.2 91.0 91.8 92.1 92.1 91.6 91.3 89.5
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 64.2 65.0 66.4 66.7 66.3 66.9 67.7 68.7 69.8 68.6 66.2
21. Total unemployment (000)  58  45  44  51  54  55  54  57  62  94  182
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 5.7 4.3 4.1 4.7 4.9 4.8 4.6 4.6 4.9 7.4 14.9
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 8.5 6.6 7.5 9.1 9.4 9.1 9.2 8.9 9.8 16.1 31.1
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.0 2.0 1.6 1.8 1.9 2.0 1.9 1.8 1.7 2.3 4.8
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 4.9 4.0 4.3 5.1 5.5 5.2 5.1 5.4 5.8 8.5 14.9
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 1 890 1 912 1 940 1 975 2 008 2 041 2 081 2 130 2 180 2 225 2 247
2. Population aged 15-64 1 247 1 267 1 293 1 324 1 350 1 375 1 406 1 443 1 482 1 510 1 514
3. Total employment (000)  656  691  718  740  759  787  832  870  913  919  884
4. Population in employment aged 15-64  648  683  710  734  752  777  820  856  898  909  868
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 52.0 53.9 54.9 55.4 55.7 56.5 58.3 59.3 60.6 60.2 57.4
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 56.1 57.9 59.1 59.6 59.8 60.8 62.4 63.4 64.5 64.1 61.7
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 45.7 46.6 45.5 44.5 44.4 44.7 45.9 46.2 47.4 45.0 37.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 60.0 62.4 64.0 64.7 64.8 65.8 67.3 68.3 69.6 69.0 66.8
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 25.6 27.2 28.7 30.8 33.1 33.7 37.3 39.1 39.6 41.1 41.0
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 45.1 45.7 47.0 46.7 47.1 49.2 1886.0 51.2 50.8 48.0
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 8.7 8.6 7.9 7.6 7.6 7.5 7.1 6.7 7.2 7.6 7.6
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 30.1 30.3 30.7 30.6 31.0 31.5 : : 32.3 32.4 33.8
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 6.4 7.2 6.2 6.3 6.0 4.6 4.2 3.9 8.6 9.8 9.6
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 82.1 82.4 83.4 84.8 85.4 85.9 86.8 87.3 88.0 88.0 88.8
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 15.5 15.6 14.7 13.5 12.9 12.7 11.9 11.4 10.7 10.5 10.0
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.4 2.1 1.8 1.7 1.7 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.6 1.2
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 55.0 56.3 57.1 57.8 58.3 59.0 60.8 61.9 63.3 63.1 62.4
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 50.1 50.1 48.8 48.1 48.5 48.8 49.9 50.2 51.5 49.9 45.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 62.9 64.7 66.0 66.9 67.2 68.0 69.6 70.7 72.2 71.8 71.7
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 26.6 27.8 29.4 31.6 33.8 34.4 38.2 40.0 40.4 42.2 42.8
21. Total unemployment (000)  38  30  28  31  33  33  35  38  39  47  77
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 5.5 4.1 3.8 4.1 4.1 4.0 4.1 4.2 4.1 4.9 8.0
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 8.4 6.8 6.7 7.6 7.8 8.3 7.9 8.2 7.8 10.3 17.3
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.6 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.9 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.7
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 4.3 3.5 3.3 3.7 4.1 4.2 4.0 4.0 4.2 4.9 7.8EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Labour market indicators: Greece
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 10 437 10 472 10 504 10 542 10 578 10 616 10 657 10 710 10 754 10 780 10 839
2. Population aged 15-64 7 043 7 078 7 099 7 111 7 119 7 129 7 132 7 158 7 208 7 232 7 222
3. Total employment (000) 4 235 4 255 4 261 4 357 4 408 4 504 4 546 4 639 4 702 4 707 4 652
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 3 937 3 996 3 999 4 087 4 181 4 235 4 287 4 365 4 424 4 474 4 423
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 55.9 56.5 56.3 57.5 58.7 59.4 60.1 61.0 61.4 61.9 61.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 61.4 61.9 61.5 62.5 63.6 64.0 64.6 65.7 66.0 66.5 65.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 27.2 27.6 26.2 26.5 25.3 26.8 25.0 24.2 24.0 23.5 22.9
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 69.9 70.5 70.6 71.6 72.9 73.5 74.0 75.3 75.6 76.1 75.4
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 39.3 39.0 38.2 39.2 41.3 39.4 41.6 42.3 42.4 42.8 42.2
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 56.1 56.0 57.1 58.4 58.8 59.3 59.9 60.3 60.9 60.1
11. Self-employed (% total employment) : 39.0 37.9 37.0 36.5 35.7 35.9 35.4 35.1 35.1 35.4
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 5.8 4.5 4.0 4.4 4.3 4.6 5.0 5.7 5.6 5.6 6.0
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 12.6 13.5 13.2 11.7 11.2 11.9 11.8 10.7 10.9 11.5 12.1
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 63.3 63.9 64.7 65.1 67.5 67.6 68.3 68.5 68.8 69.3
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 19.8 20.4 20.2 20.3 19.8 19.9 19.6 19.9 19.7 18.9
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 17.0 15.7 15.1 14.6 12.7 12.5 12.0 11.6 11.5 11.8
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 63.8 63.8 63.3 64.2 65.2 66.5 66.8 67.0 67.0 67.1 67.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 39.8 39.0 36.5 36.2 34.6 36.7 33.7 32.4 31.1 30.2 30.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 77.9 78.1 77.8 78.8 79.8 81.1 81.5 82.0 81.9 82.0 82.8
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 40.9 40.5 39.9 40.9 42.7 41.3 43.2 43.9 43.9 44.2 44.2
21. Total unemployment (000)  548  517  488  480  460  506  477  435  407  378  471
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 12.0 11.2 10.7 10.3 9.7 10.5 9.9 8.9 8.3 7.7 9.5
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 31.5 29.1 28.0 26.8 26.8 26.9 26.0 25.2 22.9 22.1 25.8
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 6.5 6.2 5.5 5.3 5.3 5.6 5.1 4.8 4.1 3.6 3.9
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 12.6 11.4 10.3 9.7 9.3 9.9 8.8 8.2 7.1 6.7 8.0
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 5 123 5 139 5 154 5 172 5 190 5 207 5 227 5 255 5 285 5 300 5 330
2. Population aged 15-64 3 488 3 507 3 519 3 529 3 537 3 545 3 551 3 570 3 603 3 617 3 615
3. Total employment (000) 2 676 2 678 2 684 2 728 2 747 2 789 2 806 2 842 2 878 2 865 2 804
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2 480 2 508 2 514 2 550 2 595 2 613 2 636 2 663 2 698 2 713 2 658
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 71.1 71.5 71.4 72.2 73.4 73.7 74.2 74.6 74.9 75.0 73.5
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 78.5 78.8 78.3 78.7 79.6 79.5 79.8 80.3 80.4 80.4 78.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 32.4 32.7 30.7 31.5 30.9 32.3 30.1 29.7 29.2 28.5 27.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 88.2 88.5 88.5 88.7 89.3 89.3 89.5 90.0 90.1 90.2 88.4
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 55.7 55.2 55.3 55.9 58.7 56.4 58.8 59.2 59.1 59.1 57.7
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 71.9 71.9 72.8 73.9 74.1 74.4 74.6 75.0 75.2 73.5
11. Self-employed (% total employment) : 40.7 40.1 39.0 38.5 38.4 38.5 38.2 38.0 37.9 38.5
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 3.4 2.6 2.2 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.3 2.9 2.7 2.8 3.2
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 11.4 11.8 11.6 10.5 9.7 10.5 10.1 9.1 9.3 9.9 10.6
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 58.5 58.3 59.1 59.4 61.4 61.1 61.7 61.4 62.0 62.5
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 25.6 26.7 26.6 26.9 26.8 27.2 26.9 27.4 26.9 26.0
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 15.9 15.0 14.3 13.8 11.9 11.7 11.4 11.2 11.1 11.5
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 77.5 77.4 77.1 77.6 78.3 79.0 79.2 79.1 79.1 79.1 79.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 42.1 41.7 39.1 39.3 38.1 40.0 37.0 36.1 34.7 34.3 34.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 94.5 94.4 94.1 94.1 94.3 94.6 94.6 94.7 94.6 94.4 94.4
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 57.9 57.3 57.7 58.1 60.6 58.9 60.8 61.0 60.8 60.9 60.1
21. Total unemployment (000)  219  205  198  191  176  188  176  162  151  148  200
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 7.9 7.4 7.2 6.8 6.2 6.6 6.1 5.6 5.2 5.1 6.9
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 22.9 21.5 21.5 19.9 18.9 19.1 18.7 17.7 15.7 17.0 19.4
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.8 3.5 3.2 3.1 3.0 3.0 2.6 2.6 2.2 2.1 2.4
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 9.7 9.0 8.5 7.8 7.2 7.6 6.9 6.4 5.5 5.8 6.6
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 5 314 5 333 5 350 5 369 5 388 5 409 5 431 5 455 5 469 5 480 5 509
2. Population aged 15-64 3 555 3 572 3 580 3 582 3 583 3 584 3 581 3 588 3 605 3 615 3 607
3. Total employment (000) 1 559 1 577 1 577 1 629 1 662 1 715 1 740 1 797 1 824 1 842 1 848
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1 457 1 489 1 485 1 537 1 586 1 621 1 651 1 702 1 725 1 761 1 766
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 41.0 41.7 41.5 42.9 44.3 45.2 46.1 47.4 47.9 48.7 48.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 44.8 45.5 45.1 46.6 47.9 48.8 49.6 51.2 51.6 52.5 52.7
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 21.9 22.4 21.7 21.4 19.8 21.3 19.8 18.7 18.7 18.5 18.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 51.9 52.7 52.8 54.5 56.4 57.6 58.5 60.5 60.8 61.9 62.2
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 24.4 24.3 22.9 24.0 25.5 24.0 25.8 26.6 26.9 27.5 27.7
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 40.5 40.5 41.7 43.2 43.8 44.3 45.3 45.7 46.6 46.7
11. Self-employed (% total employment) : 36.2 34.3 33.7 33.3 31.2 31.7 31.1 30.5 30.8 30.6
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 10.0 7.8 7.2 8.0 7.7 8.5 9.3 10.2 10.1 9.9 10.4
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 14.4 16.1 15.7 13.6 13.3 14.0 14.3 13.0 13.1 13.7 14.1
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 71.2 73.1 73.9 74.6 77.3 77.9 78.6 79.4 79.6 80.1
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 10.0 9.9 9.5 9.5 8.8 8.4 8.4 8.3 8.2 7.7
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 18.8 17.0 16.6 15.9 14.0 13.7 13.0 12.3 12.2 12.2
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 50.3 50.5 49.7 51.0 52.2 54.1 54.5 55.0 54.9 55.1 56.5
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 37.5 36.2 33.8 33.1 31.2 33.4 30.4 28.7 27.6 26.1 27.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 61.5 62.0 61.7 63.4 65.2 67.6 68.2 69.1 69.1 69.4 71.0
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 25.5 25.4 23.9 25.2 26.4 25.2 27.1 28.0 28.2 28.6 29.3
21. Total unemployment (000)  328  312  290  289  284  318  302  272  256  230  271
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 18.1 17.1 16.1 15.7 15.0 16.2 15.3 13.6 12.8 11.4 13.2
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 41.4 38.1 35.8 35.3 36.6 36.3 34.8 34.7 32.1 28.9 33.9
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 10.7 10.1 9.0 8.6 8.9 9.4 8.9 8.1 7.0 6.0 6.0
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 15.6 13.8 12.1 11.7 11.4 12.1 10.6 9.9 8.8 7.5 9.3Statistical annex
175
Labour market indicators: Spain
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 39 555 39 927 40 427 41 063 41 753 42 440 43 141 43 835 44 630 45 329 45 671
2. Population aged 15-64 27 085 27 373 27 742 28 231 28 729 29 227 29 755 30 255 30 808 31 252 31 349
3. Total employment (000) 15 617 16 412 16 931 17 338 17 878 18 510 19 267 20 022 20 627 20 502 19 134
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 14 583 15 399 16 039 16 527 17 188 17 861 18 834 19 600 20 211 20 103 18 736
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 53.8 56.3 57.8 58.5 59.8 61.1 63.3 64.8 65.6 64.3 59.8
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 58.3 60.7 62.1 62.7 64.0 65.2 67.2 68.7 69.5 68.3 63.7
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 30.5 32.5 34.0 34.0 34.4 35.2 38.3 39.5 39.1 36.0 28.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 66.2 68.4 69.5 70.2 71.4 72.7 74.4 75.8 76.8 75.3 70.7
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 35.0 37.0 39.2 39.6 40.7 41.3 43.1 44.1 44.6 45.6 44.1
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 53.9 55.4 56.2 57.3 58.3 59.4 60.8 61.7 60.5 55.8
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 16.3 15.8 15.6 15.4 15.0 14.8 14.6 14.2 13.9 13.9 13.7
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 8.0 7.9 8.0 8.0 8.2 8.7 12.4 12.0 11.8 12.0 12.8
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 32.9 32.2 32.2 31.8 31.8 32.5 33.3 34.0 31.7 29.3 25.4
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 63.8 63.8 63.8 64.2 64.7 65.1 65.5 66.4 66.9 68.5 71.4
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 29.6 29.9 30.1 29.9 29.7 29.5 29.3 28.9 28.6 27.2 24.1
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 6.6 6.3 6.1 5.9 5.7 5.4 5.2 4.7 4.5 4.3 4.4
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 63.9 65.4 64.7 66.2 67.6 68.7 69.7 70.8 71.6 72.6 73.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 43.1 43.9 43.0 43.7 44.5 45.1 47.7 48.2 47.8 47.7 45.1
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 76.9 78.0 76.6 78.2 79.6 80.6 80.9 82.0 82.8 83.8 84.7
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 38.8 40.9 41.9 42.7 43.8 44.4 45.9 46.8 47.4 49.2 50.2
21. Total unemployment (000) 2 159 1 980 1 877 2 095 2 174 2 144 1 913 1 837 1 834 2 591 4 150
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 12.5 11.1 10.3 11.1 11.1 10.6 9.2 8.5 8.3 11.3 18.0
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 27.3 24.3 23.2 24.2 24.6 23.9 19.7 17.9 18.2 24.6 37.8
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 5.7 4.6 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.4 2.2 1.8 1.7 2.0 4.3
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 12.7 11.4 9.1 9.7 10.1 9.9 9.4 8.6 8.7 11.7 17.1
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 19 338 19 545 19 825 20 172 20 532 20 894 21 268 21 641 22 062 22 412 22 569
2. Population aged 15-64 13 514 13 693 13 908 14 185 14 456 14 727 15 019 15 292 15 596 15 816 15 855
3. Total employment (000) 10 029 10 395 10 644 10 806 11 011 11 262 11 565 11 906 12 147 11 862 10 785
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 9 364 9 749 10 077 10 296 10 583 10 864 11 294 11 642 11 888 11 624 10 555
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 69.3 71.2 72.5 72.6 73.2 73.8 75.2 76.1 76.2 73.5 66.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 75.2 76.9 77.8 77.7 78.3 78.7 79.9 80.7 80.7 78.1 71.0
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 36.2 38.2 40.2 39.7 39.9 40.8 43.5 44.4 44.2 39.3 29.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 84.5 85.7 85.9 85.7 85.9 86.1 86.9 87.6 87.6 84.4 77.3
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 52.2 54.9 57.7 58.4 59.2 58.9 59.7 60.4 60.0 60.9 56.7
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 70.4 71.9 72.1 72.6 73.0 73.7 74.6 74.8 72.1 65.0
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 17.7 17.4 17.3 17.3 16.9 16.8 16.6 16.4 16.2 16.4 16.3
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 2.9 2.8 2.8 2.6 2.6 2.8 4.5 4.3 4.1 4.2 4.9
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 31.6 30.9 30.6 29.9 29.9 30.6 31.7 32.0 30.6 27.6 23.8
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 52.9 52.8 52.4 52.7 52.7 52.6 52.7 53.0 53.4 57.3 60.8
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 39.3 39.7 40.3 40.2 40.5 40.8 41.0 41.3 41.0 37.5 33.7
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 7.8 7.5 7.3 7.1 6.8 6.6 6.4 5.8 5.6 5.2 5.6
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 77.9 78.8 78.4 79.1 80.0 80.4 80.9 81.3 81.4 81.8 81.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 47.2 48.0 48.2 48.8 49.5 50.2 52.3 52.2 52.1 51.5 48.3
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 93.0 93.1 91.7 92.1 92.5 92.5 92.4 92.5 92.6 92.6 92.3
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 57.6 60.2 61.2 62.1 62.9 62.7 63.2 63.5 63.1 65.1 64.0
21. Total unemployment (000)  956  859  822  914  959  952  863  792  815 1 311 2 292
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 9.0 7.9 7.5 8.1 8.2 8.0 7.1 6.3 6.4 10.1 17.7
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 20.5 18.1 17.3 19.2 20.2 19.4 16.7 15.0 15.2 23.7 39.1
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.6 2.8 2.3 2.3 2.4 2.2 1.4 1.2 1.1 1.4 3.7
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 11.0 9.8 8.0 9.0 9.7 9.4 8.7 7.8 7.9 12.2 18.9
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 20 217 20 382 20 602 20 891 21 221 21 547 21 873 22 193 22 569 22 917 23 102
2. Population aged 15-64 13 571 13 681 13 834 14 046 14 273 14 500 14 736 14 963 15 212 15 436 15 494
3. Total employment (000) 5 588 6 017 6 287 6 532 6 867 7 248 7 702 8 116 8 480 8 640 8 349
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 5 219 5 650 5 962 6 230 6 605 6 997 7 540 7 958 8 323 8 479 8 181
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 38.5 41.3 43.1 44.4 46.3 48.3 51.2 53.2 54.7 54.9 52.8
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 41.6 44.5 46.3 47.6 49.5 51.5 54.4 56.4 58.0 58.3 56.3
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 24.6 26.7 27.5 28.0 28.6 29.3 32.8 34.4 33.8 32.5 26.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 47.9 51.0 52.9 54.4 56.6 58.9 61.5 63.7 65.6 65.9 63.8
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 18.9 20.2 21.7 21.9 23.3 24.6 27.4 28.7 30.0 31.1 32.3
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 37.5 38.9 40.3 41.9 43.5 45.0 47.0 48.5 48.7 46.7
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 13.6 13.1 12.9 12.3 11.9 11.8 11.6 11.0 10.6 10.5 10.3
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 17.1 16.8 16.8 16.8 17.1 17.9 24.2 23.2 22.8 22.7 23.0
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 35.0 34.2 34.7 34.8 34.6 35.2 35.7 36.7 33.1 31.4 27.3
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 82.6 82.0 82.5 82.7 83.4 84.0 84.5 85.7 85.9 85.4 86.7
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 12.9 13.6 13.3 13.3 12.7 12.4 12.0 11.1 11.2 11.6 10.5
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 4.5 4.4 4.2 4.0 3.9 3.6 3.5 3.2 2.9 2.9 2.8
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 50.0 52.0 50.9 53.1 55.1 56.8 58.3 60.2 61.4 63.2 64.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 39.0 39.7 37.7 38.5 39.2 39.8 42.9 43.9 43.3 43.7 41.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 60.7 62.8 61.3 64.1 66.5 68.3 69.0 71.2 72.7 74.7 76.7
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 21.2 22.7 23.7 24.4 25.7 27.2 29.6 31.0 32.5 34.2 37.2
21. Total unemployment (000) 1 203 1 121 1 055 1 181 1 215 1 192 1 050 1 046 1 019 1 280 1 857
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 18.0 16.0 14.8 15.7 15.3 14.3 12.2 11.6 10.9 13.0 18.4
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 36.3 32.5 31.2 31.1 30.8 30.1 23.4 21.6 21.9 25.8 36.4
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 9.0 7.4 6.0 5.9 5.7 5.0 3.4 2.8 2.5 2.9 5.0
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 14.4 13.0 10.1 10.5 10.6 10.5 10.1 9.5 9.5 11.3 15.1
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Labour market indicators: France
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 56 943 57 326 57 726 57 987 58 857 59 274 59 703 60 092 60 426 60 752 61 059
2. Population aged 15-64 37 172 37 430 37 682 37 825 38 426 38 699 39 009 39 300 39 525 39 688 39 813
3. Total employment (000) 23 697 24 332 24 765 24 919 24 950 24 977 25 116 25 362 25 729 25 883 25 559
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 22 645 23 237 23 659 23 840 24 587 24 688 24 862 25 027 25 432 25 772 25 567
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 60.9 62.1 62.8 63.0 64.0 63.8 63.7 63.7 64.3 64.9 64.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 66.6 67.8 68.5 68.7 69.7 69.6 69.4 69.3 69.9 70.4 69.6
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 27.1 28.6 29.5 29.9 31.2 30.7 30.5 30.2 31.5 32.0 31.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 77.7 78.8 79.4 79.5 80.4 80.5 80.7 81.2 82.0 83.1 82.1
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 28.8 29.9 31.9 34.7 37.0 37.8 38.5 38.1 38.2 38.2 38.9
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 58.7 59.9 60.4 59.7 59.3 59.4 59.3 60.0 60.7 59.9
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 9.5 9.2 8.9 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.9 8.9 8.9 8.9 9.1
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 17.1 16.7 16.3 16.4 16.6 16.8 17.2 17.2 17.3 16.9 17.3
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 14.5 15.2 14.6 13.5 13.5 13.5 14.1 14.1 14.4 14.2 13.5
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 73.8 74.2 74.4 74.9 75.3 75.8 76.0 76.3 76.5 76.7 77.2
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 22.1 21.9 21.7 21.4 21.0 20.6 20.4 20.3 20.2 20.1 19.7
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 4.1 3.9 3.8 3.7 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.3 3.2 3.1
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 68.7 68.7 68.7 69.1 69.9 70.0 70.0 69.9 70.0 70.1 70.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 35.7 35.6 36.2 36.9 38.2 38.3 38.3 38.4 38.9 39.2 40.6
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 86.4 86.3 86.1 86.3 87.0 87.3 87.5 87.8 88.2 88.7 88.9
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 31.2 32.1 33.8 36.7 39.0 40.1 40.7 40.4 40.2 40.0 41.5
21. Total unemployment (000) 2 711 2 385 2 226 2 334 2 477 2 579 2 599 2 608 2 382 2 235 2 754
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 10.4 9.0 8.3 8.6 9.0 9.3 9.3 9.2 8.4 7.8 9.5
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 22.9 19.6 18.9 19.3 19.2 20.6 21.1 22.1 19.6 19.1 23.3
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.1 3.5 2.9 3.0 3.5 3.8 3.8 3.9 3.4 2.9 3.3
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 8.6 7.0 6.6 7.0 7.0 7.6 7.8 8.2 7.3 7.2 9.2
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 27 575 27 789 28 010 28 152 28 490 28 675 28 865 29 046 29 214 29 383 29 536
2. Population aged 15-64 18 331 18 485 18 631 18 697 18 933 19 060 19 192 19 327 19 436 19 517 19 575
3. Total employment (000) 13 055 13 396 13 605 13 584 13 440 13 410 13 424 13 503 13 609 13 654 13 412
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 12 466 12 786 12 992 12 986 13 232 13 246 13 283 13 318 13 441 13 585 13 404
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 68.0 69.2 69.7 69.5 69.9 69.5 69.2 68.9 69.2 69.6 68.5
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 74.2 75.6 76.0 75.6 76.1 75.8 75.3 75.0 75.0 75.5 74.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 30.3 31.9 33.3 33.6 34.4 33.9 33.9 33.7 34.5 34.8 33.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 86.5 87.7 88.1 87.4 87.7 87.6 87.6 87.8 88.2 89.1 87.6
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 32.3 33.6 36.2 38.7 40.9 41.7 41.5 40.4 40.4 40.5 41.4
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 69.1 70.3 70.4 68.2 68.1 67.7 67.4 67.7 68.1 67.0
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 11.5 11.2 10.9 10.9 11.0 11.2 11.4 11.4 11.5 11.3 11.8
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 5.5 5.3 5.0 5.2 5.4 5.4 5.8 5.8 5.7 5.8 6.0
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 13.7 14.2 13.2 11.9 12.0 12.2 13.3 13.3 13.3 13.0 12.1
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 63.7 64.1 64.4 64.6 64.9 65.8 65.6 65.4 65.8 67.1 67.3
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 31.0 30.9 30.8 30.6 30.3 29.7 29.6 29.9 29.8 28.9 28.7
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 5.2 5.0 4.9 4.8 4.8 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.5 4.0 4.0
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 75.3 75.2 75.2 75.5 75.7 75.5 75.3 75.0 74.8 74.8 75.2
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 39.2 38.8 39.9 40.9 41.9 41.9 42.0 42.2 42.2 42.7 43.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 94.4 94.2 94.0 93.8 93.9 94.0 94.0 94.1 94.2 94.4 94.4
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 35.1 36.0 38.3 41.2 43.0 44.0 43.8 43.0 42.7 42.6 44.3
21. Total unemployment (000) 1 260 1 076 1 010 1 121 1 197 1 238 1 245 1 261 1 168 1 094 1 398
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 8.9 7.5 7.0 7.7 8.1 8.4 8.4 8.4 7.8 7.3 9.2
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 21.1 17.6 17.0 17.8 18.7 19.9 20.0 20.9 18.9 19.2 24.0
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.4 2.8 2.4 2.6 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.6 3.2 2.8 3.3
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 8.9 6.9 6.6 7.2 7.4 8.0 8.1 8.5 7.7 7.9 10.2
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 29 368 29 537 29 716 29 835 30 367 30 599 30 838 31 046 31 212 31 370 31 523
2. Population aged 15-64 18 842 18 945 19 051 19 128 19 493 19 639 19 817 19 973 20 088 20 171 20 238
3. Total employment (000) 10 642 10 936 11 160 11 335 11 510 11 567 11 692 11 859 12 121 12 229 12 147
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 10 178 10 451 10 667 10 854 11 354 11 442 11 580 11 710 11 991 12 188 12 163
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 54.0 55.2 56.0 56.7 58.2 58.3 58.4 58.6 59.7 60.4 60.1
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 59.2 60.3 61.2 61.9 63.6 63.6 63.7 63.9 64.9 65.6 65.1
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 23.9 25.3 25.7 26.2 28.0 27.4 27.1 26.7 28.5 29.2 29.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 69.0 70.1 71.1 71.7 73.4 73.7 74.0 74.7 76.1 77.2 76.7
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 25.4 26.3 27.8 30.8 33.3 34.2 35.7 35.8 36.0 36.0 36.6
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 48.7 50.0 50.9 51.8 51.3 51.9 52.0 53.0 53.9 53.4
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 6.9 6.7 6.4 6.3 6.2 6.2 6.1 6.1 6.0 6.2 6.0
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 31.4 30.8 30.1 29.8 29.5 29.9 30.2 30.3 30.3 29.4 29.8
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 15.4 16.4 16.2 15.3 15.3 14.9 15.1 14.9 15.5 15.4 14.9
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 85.6 86.1 86.3 86.8 87.1 87.2 87.7 88.4 88.4 88.2 88.8
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 11.5 11.2 11.1 10.7 10.5 10.3 10.0 9.5 9.5 9.6 9.1
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.8 2.7 2.6 2.5 2.4 2.5 2.3 2.0 2.1 2.2 2.1
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 62.3 62.4 62.4 63.0 64.3 64.6 64.8 64.9 65.3 65.6 66.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 32.3 32.3 32.4 32.9 34.5 34.6 34.6 34.6 35.5 35.7 37.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 78.6 78.5 78.5 78.9 80.4 80.9 81.3 81.7 82.4 83.1 83.6
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 27.5 28.3 29.5 32.3 35.1 36.4 37.7 37.9 37.9 37.6 39.0
21. Total unemployment (000) 1 451 1 310 1 217 1 214 1 280 1 341 1 354 1 347 1 214 1 141 1 356
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 12.1 10.8 9.9 9.7 9.9 10.3 10.3 10.1 9.0 8.4 9.8
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 25.0 21.9 21.3 21.1 19.8 21.5 22.4 23.6 20.3 19.0 22.5
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.9 4.3 3.6 3.4 3.9 4.2 4.3 4.2 3.6 3.0 3.4
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 8.4 7.0 6.7 6.8 6.6 7.2 7.5 7.9 7.0 6.5 8.1Statistical annex
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Labour market indicators: Italy
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 56 906 57 044 57 229 57 382 57 399 57 442 58 077 58 435 58 880 59 336 59 752
2. Population aged 15-64 38 633 38 642 38 645 38 676 38 692 38 292 38 588 38 726 38 946 39 182 39 406
3. Total employment (000) 22 494 22 930 23 393 23 793 24 150 24 256 24 396 24 874 25 187 25 259 24 839
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 20 357 20 753 21 169 21 478 21 710 22 060 22 214 22 619 22 846 23 011 22 650
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 52.7 53.7 54.8 55.5 56.1 57.6 57.6 58.4 58.7 58.7 57.5
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 56.4 57.4 58.5 59.4 60.0 61.5 61.6 62.5 62.8 63.0 61.7
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 25.7 26.4 26.3 25.8 25.2 27.6 25.7 25.5 24.7 24.4 21.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 67.0 68.0 69.2 70.1 70.7 72.2 72.3 73.3 73.5 73.5 71.9
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 27.6 27.7 28.0 28.9 30.3 30.5 31.4 32.5 33.8 34.4 35.7
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 51.7 52.7 53.6 54.3 54.3 54.1 54.8 55.1 55.1 53.9
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 26.4 26.4 26.0 25.5 25.6 25.7 24.7 24.4 24.1 23.6 23.4
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 7.9 8.4 8.4 8.6 8.5 12.7 12.8 13.3 13.6 14.3 14.3
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 9.5 10.1 9.8 9.9 9.9 11.8 12.3 13.1 13.2 13.3 12.5
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 65.1 65.8 66.1 66.4 66.8 67.0 67.0 67.3 67.4 67.8 68.3
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 29.9 29.4 29.2 29.1 29.0 28.8 28.8 28.5 28.6 28.3 27.7
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 4.9 4.8 4.7 4.5 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.0 3.9 3.9
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 59.6 60.1 60.6 61.1 61.5 62.7 62.5 62.7 62.5 63.0 62.4
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 38.3 38.4 36.6 35.5 34.6 36.1 33.8 32.5 30.9 30.9 29.1
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 73.8 74.3 75.1 75.7 76.3 77.5 77.4 77.8 77.6 78.1 77.2
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 29.0 29.0 29.2 30.2 31.5 31.8 32.6 33.4 34.6 35.5 37.0
21. Total unemployment (000) 2 559 2 388 2 164 2 062 2 048 1 957 1 885 1 679 1 509 1 690 1 944
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 10.9 10.1 9.1 8.6 8.4 8.0 7.7 6.8 6.1 6.7 7.8
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 28.7 27.0 24.1 23.1 23.7 23.5 23.9 21.7 20.3 21.2 25.3
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 6.7 6.3 5.7 5.1 4.9 4.0 3.8 3.4 2.9 3.1 3.5
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 12.6 11.9 10.3 9.7 9.4 8.5 8.1 7.0 6.3 6.6 7.4
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 27 567 27 651 27 764 27 858 27 873 27 830 28 192 28 406 28 629 28 849 29 047
2. Population aged 15-64 19 206 19 232 19 258 19 293 19 309 19 047 19 248 19 355 19 467 19 574 19 670
3. Total employment (000) 14 305 14 485 14 630 14 816 14 990 14 747 14 854 15 083 15 247 15 178 14 876
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 12 920 13 076 13 201 13 332 13 438 13 353 13 460 13 647 13 762 13 755 13 500
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 67.3 68.0 68.5 69.1 69.6 70.1 69.9 70.5 70.7 70.3 68.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 72.2 72.8 73.4 74.0 74.6 74.9 74.8 75.5 75.8 75.4 73.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 30.3 30.7 30.4 30.3 29.7 32.1 30.4 30.6 29.6 29.1 26.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 84.3 84.9 85.5 86.0 86.5 86.7 86.6 87.2 87.3 86.7 84.7
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 41.2 40.9 40.4 41.3 42.8 42.2 42.7 43.7 45.1 45.5 46.7
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 67.0 67.6 68.4 69.0 68.9 68.5 69.1 69.3 68.9 67.3
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 29.4 29.7 29.5 29.1 29.1 29.1 28.4 28.0 27.8 27.4 27.4
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 3.5 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.2 4.8 4.6 4.7 5.0 5.3 5.1
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 8.2 8.7 8.3 8.4 8.2 9.9 10.5 11.2 11.2 11.6 10.8
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 58.5 59.0 59.0 59.1 59.2 58.2 57.9 58.0 57.9 59.8 59.9
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 36.1 35.7 35.8 35.9 36.1 36.9 37.3 37.2 37.4 35.8 35.6
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 5.4 5.3 5.2 5.0 4.7 4.9 4.8 4.8 4.7 4.4 4.5
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 73.8 74.1 74.1 74.3 74.7 74.9 74.6 74.6 74.4 74.4 73.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 42.8 42.5 40.6 39.9 39.2 40.5 38.7 37.8 36.1 35.9 34.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 90.5 90.6 90.7 91.0 91.5 91.4 91.2 91.3 91.0 91.0 90.0
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 43.2 42.7 42.3 43.0 44.4 44.0 44.3 45.0 46.3 47.0 48.5
21. Total unemployment (000) 1 202 1 118 1 008  960  936  924  901  802  724  821 1 001
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 8.4 7.8 7.1 6.7 6.5 6.4 6.2 5.4 4.9 5.5 6.8
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 24.7 23.1 20.4 19.4 20.5 20.6 21.5 19.1 18.2 18.9 23.3
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 5.2 4.8 4.4 4.0 3.8 2.9 2.9 2.6 2.2 2.4 2.8
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 12.5 11.7 10.2 9.6 9.5 8.4 8.3 7.2 6.6 6.8 7.9
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 29 339 29 393 29 465 29 524 29 525 29 612 29 885 30 030 30 251 30 488 30 705
2. Population aged 15-64 19 428 19 410 19 388 19 383 19 384 19 245 19 340 19 371 19 479 19 608 19 736
3. Total employment (000) 8 189 8 445 8 764 8 977 9 159 9 509 9 542 9 791 9 941 10 081 9 963
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 7 437 7 677 7 968 8 146 8 272 8 706 8 754 8 971 9 084 9 256 9 151
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 38.3 39.6 41.1 42.0 42.7 45.2 45.3 46.3 46.6 47.2 46.4
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 40.9 42.2 43.8 44.9 45.6 48.3 48.4 49.6 49.9 50.6 49.7
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 21.3 22.1 22.1 21.3 20.6 23.1 20.8 20.1 19.5 19.4 17.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 49.6 50.9 52.8 54.0 54.9 57.8 57.9 59.3 59.6 60.2 59.1
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 15.0 15.3 16.2 17.3 18.5 19.6 20.8 21.9 23.0 24.0 25.4
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 36.7 38.1 39.2 39.9 40.2 40.1 41.0 41.3 41.7 40.9
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 21.0 20.6 20.1 19.7 19.8 20.3 19.1 18.9 18.5 17.9 17.3
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 15.6 16.5 16.6 16.9 17.3 25.0 25.6 26.5 26.9 27.9 27.9
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 11.5 12.2 11.9 12.0 12.2 14.5 14.7 15.8 15.9 15.6 14.6
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 76.4 77.0 77.5 78.1 78.9 80.1 80.7 81.1 81.5 80.8 82.0
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 19.4 19.0 18.5 18.1 17.8 16.6 16.1 15.7 15.4 16.0 15.0
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 4.2 4.0 4.0 3.8 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.2 3.0 3.2 3.0
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 45.5 46.3 47.3 47.9 48.3 50.6 50.4 50.8 50.7 51.6 51.1
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 34.0 34.3 32.6 31.0 29.9 31.7 28.7 26.9 25.5 25.7 23.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 57.1 57.9 59.3 60.3 60.9 63.6 63.6 64.3 64.1 65.2 64.5
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 15.8 16.1 16.9 18.1 19.3 20.4 21.5 22.5 23.5 24.7 26.1
21. Total unemployment (000) 1 358 1 271 1 157 1 103 1 112 1 033  984  877  786  870  943
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 14.8 13.6 12.2 11.5 11.3 10.5 10.0 8.8 7.9 8.5 9.3
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 33.8 31.9 28.7 27.8 27.6 27.2 27.4 25.3 23.3 24.7 28.7
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 9.0 8.4 7.6 6.9 6.6 5.5 5.2 4.5 3.9 4.0 4.3
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 12.7 12.1 10.5 9.7 9.2 8.6 7.9 6.8 6.0 6.3 6.9
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Labour market indicators: Cyprus
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) :  668  674  681  690  714  727  737  752  758  763
2. Population aged 15-64 :  438  444  449  460  479  494  500  518  524  528
3. Total employment (000)  310  315  322  328  341  354  366  373  385  395  392
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 :  288  301  308  318  330  338  348  368  371  369
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 65.7 67.8 68.6 69.2 68.9 68.5 69.6 71.0 70.9 69.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) : 72.3 74.1 75.1 75.4 74.9 74.4 75.8 76.8 76.5 75.7
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 37.0 38.4 37.0 37.6 37.5 36.7 37.4 37.4 38.0 35.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 78.3 80.8 82.2 82.6 82.4 81.8 82.6 83.8 83.7 82.6
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 49.4 49.1 49.4 50.4 49.9 50.6 53.6 55.9 54.8 56.0
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 64.0 66.2 67.4 67.8 68.0 66.7 68.1 69.4 69.1 68.0
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 23.2 23.2 22.8 22.2 22.7 22.5 22.1 20.6 19.7 17.3 17.2
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 6.5 8.4 8.4 7.2 8.9 8.6 8.9 7.7 7.3 7.8 8.4
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 10.3 10.7 10.8 9.1 12.5 12.9 14.0 13.1 13.2 13.9 13.4
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 72.4 73.3 74.2 74.0 74.2 74.1 74.7 75.4 75.1 75.5 75.7
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 21.6 20.7 20.1 19.9 20.3 20.4 20.3 20.4 20.3 20.3 19.8
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 6.1 6.0 5.7 6.1 5.5 5.5 5.0 4.2 4.5 4.2 4.5
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 69.1 70.6 71.2 72.4 72.6 72.4 73.0 73.9 73.6 74.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 41.0 41.8 40.2 41.3 42.4 42.6 41.5 41.7 41.7 41.1
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 81.9 83.5 84.7 85.8 86.0 85.7 86.2 86.7 86.5 86.6
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 51.3 51.7 51.3 52.7 52.4 52.4 55.5 57.7 56.6 58.5
21. Total unemployment (000) :  15  12  12  14  16  19  17  16  14  21
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 4.9 3.8 3.6 4.1 4.7 5.3 4.6 4.0 3.6 5.3
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 10.1 8.1 8.1 8.9 10.5 13.0 10.5 10.1 8.8 14.0
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 1.2 0.8 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.2 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.6
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) : 4.1 3.4 3.2 3.7 4.9 5.9 4.1 4.2 3.8 5.7
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) :  324  327  330  333  347  354  360  367  371  376
2. Population aged 15-64 :  211  214  216  221  232  240  244  252  256  260
3. Total employment (000) :  184  183  184  189  200  208  209  213  219  216
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 :  166  170  171  174  185  190  194  202  203  202
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 78.7 79.3 78.9 78.8 79.8 79.2 79.4 80.0 79.2 77.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) : 86.4 86.6 86.2 85.6 86.3 85.5 86.2 86.4 85.2 83.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 39.6 39.8 38.0 38.7 41.6 40.5 41.0 39.1 39.4 36.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 92.6 93.4 93.0 92.2 92.5 91.8 92.0 92.4 91.4 89.2
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 67.3 66.9 67.3 68.9 70.8 70.8 71.6 72.5 70.9 71.7
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 78.9 79.3 79.5 79.3 80.3 79.4 79.6 79.8 78.9 77.1
11. Self-employed (% total employment) : 28.5 28.4 27.6 28.9 28.2 27.3 25.6 25.3 22.3 21.2
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 3.4 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.5 4.8 5.0 4.3 4.4 4.8 5.2
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 8.2 7.6 7.1 5.8 8.1 8.5 9.0 7.9 7.6 8.2 7.5
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 65.8 65.8 65.2 64.6 64.0 64.6 65.6 64.2 65.9 67.0
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 27.5 27.7 27.7 28.7 29.4 29.3 29.1 29.6 28.7 27.8
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 6.7 6.5 7.1 6.6 6.6 6.1 5.3 6.2 5.3 5.2
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 81.4 81.5 81.3 82.2 83.0 82.9 82.7 82.9 82.0 82.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 42.4 42.5 41.3 42.6 46.3 46.6 45.0 43.9 43.1 42.1
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 95.3 95.3 95.2 95.2 95.2 95.3 95.3 95.0 94.0 93.5
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 69.6 69.5 69.7 73.2 74.2 73.2 74.1 74.8 73.0 74.9
21. Total unemployment (000) :  6 5 5 7 7 9 8 7 7  1 1
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 3.2 2.6 2.9 3.6 3.6 4.3 4.0 3.4 3.1 5.2
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 6.9 6.3 7.9 8.8 9.4 11.9 9.9 10.7 8.4 13.8
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.7 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.5 0.5
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) : 2.8 2.7 3.3 3.9 4.7 6.1 4.0 4.8 3.7 5.7
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) :  344  347  351  356  367  373  377  386  387  387
2. Population aged 15-64 :  227  230  233  239  247  254  257  266  268  268
3. Total employment (000) :  131  139  144  152  154  159  164  172  176  176
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 :  122  132  138  144  145  148  155  166  168  168
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 53.5 57.2 59.1 60.4 58.7 58.4 60.3 62.4 62.9 62.5
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) : 59.0 62.4 64.7 65.9 64.1 63.8 65.9 67.7 68.2 68.1
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 34.7 37.1 36.0 36.6 33.8 33.2 34.1 36.0 36.7 34.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 64.6 69.0 72.0 73.6 72.8 72.2 73.6 75.5 76.2 76.0
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 32.1 32.2 32.2 32.7 30.0 31.5 36.6 40.3 39.4 40.8
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 50.2 54.1 56.3 57.2 56.6 54.9 57.2 59.5 59.7 59.2
11. Self-employed (% total employment) : 15.8 15.4 15.3 15.1 15.2 15.3 14.2 12.8 11.2 12.2
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 11.1 13.9 12.9 11.3 13.2 13.6 14.0 12.1 10.9 11.4 12.5
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 12.9 14.3 14.8 12.7 17.1 17.7 19.5 19.0 19.2 19.9 19.8
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 83.5 85.0 84.9 85.8 86.7 87.5 87.7 88.5 88.0 87.0
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 11.5 10.4 10.1 10.1 9.2 8.8 9.4 9.0 9.2 9.4
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 5.1 4.6 4.9 4.1 4.1 3.6 2.9 2.5 2.8 3.7
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 57.7 60.6 61.8 63.3 62.8 62.5 63.8 65.4 65.7 66.2
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 39.9 41.2 39.2 40.2 39.0 39.0 38.3 39.7 40.5 40.2
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 69.0 72.3 74.9 76.9 77.2 76.5 77.4 78.7 79.1 79.7
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 33.7 34.7 33.8 33.2 31.6 32.8 37.8 41.6 41.0 42.6
21. Total unemployment (000) : 1 0  8 7 7 9  1 0  9 8 8  1 0
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 7.2 5.3 4.5 4.8 6.0 6.5 5.4 4.6 4.2 5.5
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 13.0 9.7 8.3 9.1 11.6 14.2 11.2 9.5 9.3 14.1
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 2.2 1.1 1.0 1.4 1.6 1.8 1.1 0.7 0.5 0.6
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) : 5.1 4.1 3.1 3.6 5.1 5.7 4.3 3.7 3.8 5.6Statistical annex
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Labour market indicators: Latvia
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 2 402 2 384 2 366 2 344 2 330 2 319 2 305 2 294 2 281 2 271 2 261
2. Population aged 15-64 1 601 1 600 1 594 1 590 1 588 1 587 1 583 1 580 1 573 1 568 1 560
3. Total employment (000)  973  942  953  981 1 000 1 012 1 028 1 079 1 117 1 128  975
4. Population in employment aged 15-64  941  920  935  960  982  988 1 002 1 047 1 075 1 076  951
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 58.8 57.5 58.6 60.4 61.8 62.3 63.3 66.3 68.3 68.6 60.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 64.5 63.5 65.1 67.0 68.9 69.3 70.4 73.5 75.2 75.8 67.1
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 32.3 29.6 28.8 31.0 31.5 30.5 32.6 35.9 38.4 37.2 27.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 74.6 73.6 75.4 76.1 77.7 77.9 78.4 81.1 82.3 82.6 74.7
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 36.6 36.0 36.9 41.7 44.1 47.9 49.5 53.3 57.7 59.4 53.2
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 56.0 57.6 59.9 61.1 60.8 62.9 66.2 68.4 68.6 59.7
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 16.5 15.1 15.2 14.2 13.4 13.5 11.9 11.9 11.0 10.3 11.6
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 12.1 11.3 10.3 9.7 10.3 10.4 8.3 6.5 6.4 6.3 8.9
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 7.6 6.7 6.7 13.9 11.1 9.5 8.4 7.1 4.2 3.3 4.3
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 58.0 60.7 59.7 60.0 60.3 60.7 61.8 61.9 62.5 64.8 68.0
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 25.5 25.0 25.8 25.3 26.4 26.5 26.9 27.0 27.8 27.3 23.4
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 16.5 14.3 14.5 14.7 13.3 12.8 11.3 11.1 9.7 7.9 8.6
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 68.5 67.2 67.7 68.8 69.2 69.7 69.6 71.3 72.8 74.4 73.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 42.5 38.1 36.9 39.1 38.4 37.2 37.7 40.8 43.0 42.9 41.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 86.0 85.5 86.2 85.7 86.3 86.3 85.6 86.4 87.2 88.9 88.5
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 39.9 39.7 41.4 46.3 47.9 52.3 53.8 57.1 60.3 63.3 61.4
21. Total unemployment (000)  158  150  143  138  119  118  101  80  71  91  203
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 14.0 13.7 12.9 12.2 10.5 10.4 8.9 6.8 6.0 7.5 17.1
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 23.6 21.4 22.9 22.0 18.0 18.1 13.6 12.2 10.7 13.1 33.6
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 7.6 7.9 7.2 5.5 4.4 4.6 4.1 2.5 1.6 1.9 4.6
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 10.2 8.5 8.2 8.1 6.9 6.8 5.1 5.0 4.6 5.6 14.0
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 1 105 1 098 1 089 1 078 1 071 1 068 1 062 1 057 1 052 1 047 1 043
2. Population aged 15-64  765  765  764  762  761  764  763  763  761  759  757
3. Total employment (000)  506  481  481  501  513  518  530  553  573  574  474
4. Population in employment aged 15-64  490  471  473  490  503  507  515  537  552  547  462
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 64.1 61.5 61.9 64.3 66.1 66.4 67.6 70.4 72.5 72.1 61.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 70.5 68.2 69.0 71.4 73.9 74.1 75.4 78.2 80.1 79.7 67.4
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 36.9 34.7 32.8 36.4 37.1 36.4 38.7 42.8 43.4 42.4 29.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 77.8 74.8 76.7 78.1 80.7 80.4 81.7 83.7 85.6 85.4 74.5
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 49.9 48.4 46.2 50.5 51.3 55.8 55.2 59.5 64.6 63.1 53.1
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 60.7 61.5 63.5 66.3 66.8 67.7 70.6 73.0 72.5 60.2
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 17.6 16.5 17.4 16.1 15.4 14.7 13.8 13.7 13.3 13.0 14.7
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 11.0 9.7 8.6 7.6 7.9 7.7 6.3 4.7 4.9 4.5 7.5
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 10.0 8.8 8.5 17.0 13.1 11.6 10.7 8.8 5.5 4.7 5.8
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 48.7 51.3 48.9 48.7 48.8 49.6 49.8 48.7 48.3 51.6 56.9
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 32.9 32.6 33.6 33.3 34.6 34.8 35.7 37.2 39.6 38.4 31.9
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 18.5 16.1 17.5 17.9 16.5 15.6 14.6 14.1 12.1 10.0 11.2
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 75.1 72.7 72.6 74.1 74.1 74.3 74.4 76.2 77.6 78.6 77.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 49.0 44.1 42.2 44.6 44.5 43.3 43.8 47.8 48.9 48.8 46.8
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 90.2 88.2 89.0 89.2 89.7 89.7 89.4 90.0 91.0 92.2 91.1
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 54.4 54.0 52.9 57.1 56.1 60.4 61.0 64.4 67.9 68.7 63.8
21. Total unemployment (000)  85  82  81  78  62  62  53  45  39  50  122
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 14.4 14.4 14.2 13.3 10.6 10.6 9.1 7.4 6.4 8.0 20.3
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 25.5 21.2 23.4 20.4 16.6 16.0 11.8 10.5 11.2 13.2 37.5
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 7.6 8.3 8.1 6.4 4.3 4.8 4.4 3.0 1.9 1.9 5.5
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 12.1 9.4 9.4 8.2 7.4 6.9 5.2 5.0 5.5 6.4 17.6
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 1 297 1 286 1 277 1 266 1 258 1 251 1 244 1 237 1 230 1 224 1 218
2. Population aged 15-64  836  835  831  828  826  823  820  817  812  808  803
3. Total employment (000)  467  460  472  481  487  494  498  526  545  554  501
4. Population in employment aged 15-64  451  449  462  471  478  482  487  510  523  529  489
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 53.9 53.8 55.7 56.8 57.9 58.5 59.3 62.4 64.4 65.4 60.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 59.0 59.3 61.6 63.0 64.3 65.0 65.7 69.1 70.7 72.1 66.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 27.6 24.4 24.6 25.4 25.7 24.4 26.2 28.7 33.1 31.9 26.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 71.6 72.5 74.3 74.3 74.9 75.5 75.3 78.6 79.1 79.9 74.9
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 26.6 26.7 30.0 35.2 38.8 41.9 45.3 48.7 52.4 56.7 53.3
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 51.6 54.1 56.7 56.5 55.2 58.5 62.0 64.0 65.0 59.2
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 15.4 13.7 13.0 12.2 11.3 12.4 10.0 10.1 8.6 7.5 8.7
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 13.2 12.8 11.9 12.0 12.7 13.2 10.4 8.3 8.0 8.1 10.2
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 5.1 4.6 5.0 10.8 9.1 7.3 6.2 5.4 2.9 2.0 2.9
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 68.1 70.6 70.9 72.0 72.5 72.4 74.7 75.9 77.4 78.7 79.0
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 17.5 17.1 17.8 16.7 17.7 17.7 17.4 16.1 15.4 15.7 15.0
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 14.4 12.3 11.3 11.2 9.8 9.9 7.9 8.0 7.2 5.6 6.1
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 62.4 62.1 63.2 63.9 64.7 65.3 65.1 66.7 68.3 70.5 71.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 35.8 31.9 31.5 33.4 32.1 31.0 31.3 33.6 36.8 36.7 36.3
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 82.2 83.1 83.5 82.3 83.0 83.1 82.0 82.9 83.6 85.7 86.1
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 29.1 29.0 32.8 38.2 41.8 46.1 48.5 51.6 54.6 59.3 59.7
21. Total unemployment (000)  73  69  62  60  57  56  48  35  32  41  82
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 13.6 12.9 11.5 10.9 10.4 10.2 8.7 6.2 5.6 6.9 13.9
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 20.8 21.6 22.3 24.2 20.0 21.3 16.2 14.7 10.0 13.1 28.4
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 7.6 7.5 6.3 4.6 4.4 4.3 3.7 1.9 1.2 1.9 3.6
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 8.1 7.5 6.9 8.1 6.4 6.6 5.1 4.9 3.7 4.8 10.3EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Labour market indicators: Lithuania
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 3 537 3 513 3 483 3 453 3 445 3 434 3 424 3 403 3 385 3 366 3 350
2. Population aged 15-64 2 330 2 319 2 312 2 303 2 305 2 311 2 322 2 321 2 319 2 316 2 309
3. Total employment (000) 1 457 1 399 1 346 1 395 1 426 1 425 1 461 1 487 1 529 1 522 1 417
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1 438 1 370 1 329 1 379 1 408 1 413 1 454 1 476 1 506 1 490 1 388
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 61.7 59.1 57.5 59.9 61.1 61.2 62.6 63.6 64.9 64.3 60.1
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 67.8 65.6 64.2 67.2 68.9 69.0 70.6 71.6 72.9 72.0 67.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 31.1 25.9 22.7 23.8 22.5 20.3 21.2 23.7 25.2 26.7 21.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 77.6 75.2 74.1 76.9 78.9 79.4 81.0 81.7 82.5 81.2 76.3
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 40.9 40.4 38.9 41.6 44.7 47.1 49.2 49.6 53.4 53.1 51.6
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 59.4 58.0 60.3 62.0 60.3 61.9 62.6 64.2 63.7 59.0
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 20.1 19.7 19.9 20.2 20.5 18.7 17.1 15.8 13.7 11.5 12.1
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) : 10.2 9.9 10.8 9.6 8.4 7.1 9.9 8.6 6.7 8.3
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : 4.4 5.8 7.2 7.2 6.3 5.5 4.5 3.5 2.4 2.2
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 53.5 54.7 55.8 54.9 54.2 56.2 57.1 58.1 59.1 61.7 63.5
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 27.2 26.7 26.9 27.3 28.0 28.0 28.9 29.5 30.5 30.4 27.2
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 19.3 18.7 17.2 17.8 17.8 15.8 14.0 12.4 10.3 7.9 9.3
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 72.2 70.8 69.7 69.6 69.9 69.1 68.4 67.4 67.9 68.4 69.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 42.2 36.9 33.1 30.9 30.0 26.2 25.1 26.3 27.4 30.8 30.3
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 90.0 89.0 88.5 88.5 88.8 88.7 87.9 86.2 86.0 85.5 87.3
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 43.4 45.1 44.9 46.9 50.5 52.6 52.8 52.9 55.6 55.6 57.6
21. Total unemployment (000)  235  277  273  219  204  184  133  89  69  94  225
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 13.7 16.4 16.5 13.5 12.5 11.4 8.3 5.6 4.3 5.8 13.7
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 26.4 30.6 30.9 22.4 25.1 22.7 15.7 9.8 8.2 13.4 29.2
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 5.3 8.0 9.3 7.2 6.0 5.8 4.3 2.5 1.4 1.2 3.2
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 11.1 11.0 10.4 7.1 7.5 5.9 3.9 2.6 2.2 4.1 8.9
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 1 658 1 645 1 626 1 611 1 607 1 601 1 597 1 587 1 577 1 567 1 559
2. Population aged 15-64 1 121 1 116 1 109 1 104 1 108 1 113 1 119 1 121 1 121 1 121 1 119
3. Total employment (000) :  688  661  702  720  728  744  750  775  769  680
4. Population in employment aged 15-64  721  675  653  692  709  720  740  743  761  752  666
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 64.3 60.5 58.9 62.7 64.0 64.7 66.1 66.3 67.9 67.1 59.5
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 70.8 67.4 66.1 70.8 72.5 73.4 74.9 75.2 76.5 75.5 66.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 33.8 28.9 24.6 27.1 26.3 24.0 24.8 26.4 29.6 30.9 22.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 77.3 74.0 73.3 78.0 79.8 81.7 83.3 84.1 84.3 82.7 74.6
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 54.4 50.6 49.2 51.5 55.3 57.6 59.1 55.7 60.8 60.2 56.0
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 61.6 59.9 64.4 65.8 64.8 66.2 66.2 67.9 67.3 59.1
11. Self-employed (% total employment) : 22.7 23.9 23.4 23.8 21.0 19.4 17.7 16.3 14.1 14.8
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) : 9.2 8.4 9.4 7.4 6.5 5.1 7.9 7.0 4.9 7.0
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : 5.9 7.6 9.8 9.6 8.7 7.6 6.4 4.9 2.9 2.9
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 44.2 44.7 44.7 44.5 46.3 46.5 45.9 46.0 48.9 51.7
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 33.4 33.6 33.9 34.3 35.6 36.9 39.6 41.1 41.2 36.8
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 22.4 21.7 21.4 21.2 18.2 16.6 14.6 12.8 9.8 11.6
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 76.6 74.5 73.7 73.6 73.5 72.8 72.1 70.5 71.0 71.4 72.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 47.4 42.2 38.3 35.2 34.1 30.9 29.5 29.3 31.8 35.4 33.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 91.0 89.9 89.7 90.5 90.5 90.7 90.1 88.7 87.9 87.4 88.3
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 59.0 58.1 59.0 59.8 62.0 63.7 63.8 59.9 63.4 63.0 63.8
21. Total unemployment (000)  132  159  156  117  105  91  67  47  35  50  140
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 15.1 18.6 18.6 14.2 12.7 11.0 8.2 5.8 4.3 6.1 17.1
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 29.5 32.3 34.4 22.6 22.9 22.5 15.9 10.0 7.0 12.6 35.1
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 6.1 9.4 10.8 7.6 6.0 5.5 4.2 2.5 1.4 1.0 3.6
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 13.5 13.3 13.8 8.1 7.8 7.0 4.7 2.9 2.2 4.4 11.9
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 1 879 1 868 1 856 1 842 1 839 1 832 1 827 1 817 1 808 1 799 1 791
2. Population aged 15-64 1 209 1 204 1 203 1 200 1 197 1 197 1 202 1 200 1 198 1 196 1 190
3. Total employment (000) :  711  685  693  706  698  717  737  754  752  736
4. Population in employment aged 15-64  717  695  676  687  699  693  714  733  745  739  722
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 59.4 57.7 56.2 57.2 58.4 57.8 59.4 61.0 62.2 61.8 60.7
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 65.0 63.9 62.5 63.9 65.6 65.0 66.6 68.3 69.5 68.8 67.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 28.2 22.8 20.9 20.5 18.5 16.5 17.4 20.9 20.5 22.2 20.9
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 77.9 76.3 74.8 75.8 78.0 77.3 78.8 79.5 80.8 79.7 78.0
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 30.6 32.6 31.1 34.1 36.7 39.3 41.7 45.1 47.9 47.8 48.3
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 57.3 56.2 56.5 58.4 56.1 57.8 59.2 60.7 60.4 58.9
11. Self-employed (% total employment) : 16.8 16.0 17.0 17.2 16.3 14.7 13.9 11.0 8.8 9.5
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) : 11.1 11.4 12.3 11.8 10.5 9.1 12.0 10.2 8.6 9.5
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : 3.1 4.2 4.9 4.8 3.9 3.6 2.7 2.3 1.9 1.6
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 64.8 66.6 65.2 64.0 66.5 68.0 70.5 72.5 75.1 74.8
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 20.2 20.5 20.7 21.5 20.2 20.7 19.4 19.7 19.0 18.1
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 15.0 13.0 14.1 14.4 13.3 11.3 10.1 7.8 5.9 7.1
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 68.2 67.3 66.0 65.8 66.5 65.6 64.9 64.6 65.0 65.5 67.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 36.9 31.5 27.8 26.6 25.8 21.4 20.5 23.1 22.8 26.0 26.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 89.1 88.2 87.4 86.7 87.2 86.8 85.8 83.8 84.2 83.8 86.3
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 31.6 35.2 34.3 37.2 41.8 44.2 44.5 47.6 49.7 50.0 52.9
21. Total unemployment (000)  103  118  117  102  98  94  66  43  34  45  85
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 12.3 14.1 14.3 12.7 12.2 11.8 8.3 5.4 4.3 5.6 10.4
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 22.4 28.3 26.3 22.2 28.1 22.9 15.3 9.6 10.0 14.6 21.6
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.5 6.5 7.7 6.8 6.0 6.2 4.5 2.5 1.3 1.4 2.8
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 8.7 8.7 6.9 6.1 7.3 4.9 3.1 2.2 2.3 3.8 5.8
Indicator 1: 1999-2001 estimate.Statistical annex
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Labour market indicators: Luxembourg
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000)  425  430  433  436  443  446  450  456  465  467  481
2. Population aged 15-64  285  288  293  295  300  301  304  307  316  318  330
3. Total employment (000)  250  264  278  287  293  299  308  319  333  349  352
4. Population in employment aged 15-64  176  181  185  187  186  188  193  195  203  202  215
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 61.7 62.7 63.1 63.4 62.2 62.5 63.6 63.6 64.2 63.4 65.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 66.2 67.4 67.7 68.2 67.2 67.7 69.0 69.1 69.6 68.8 70.4
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 31.8 31.9 32.3 31.2 27.0 23.3 24.9 23.3 22.5 23.8 26.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 76.9 78.2 78.7 79.0 77.8 79.3 80.7 81.0 81.9 80.0 81.2
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 26.4 26.7 25.6 28.1 30.3 30.4 31.7 33.2 32.0 34.1 38.2
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 60.4 60.0 60.9 58.3 58.2 59.2 59.7 60.6 59.4 59.7
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 7.7 7.3 7.0 6.9 6.8 6.7 6.5 6.2 6.0 5.9 5.9
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 9.8 10.4 10.4 10.7 13.4 16.4 17.4 17.1 17.8 18.0 18.2
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 5.2 5.3 5.6 5.1 3.1 4.8 5.3 6.1 6.8 6.2 7.2
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 74.3 75.4 76.1 76.2 74.8 75.0 75.3 75.6 76.1 76.7 77.1
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 24.1 23.1 22.5 22.4 23.5 23.4 23.1 22.8 22.3 21.8 21.3
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.5 1.5
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 63.2 64.1 64.4 65.2 64.6 65.8 66.6 66.7 66.9 66.8 68.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 34.1 34.1 34.5 33.8 30.4 28.0 28.8 27.8 26.5 29.0 32.3
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 78.5 79.7 80.0 81.0 80.4 83.0 83.9 84.5 84.7 83.4 84.8
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 26.7 27.0 25.7 28.2 30.7 30.9 32.4 33.6 32.7 35.1 39.4
21. Total unemployment (000)  4  4  4  5  7  10  9  10  9  11  12
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 2.4 2.2 1.9 2.6 3.8 5.0 4.6 4.6 4.2 4.9 5.2
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 6.9 6.6 6.2 7.0 11.2 16.4 14.3 15.8 15.6 17.3 16.9
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.6 1.2
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.6 3.3 4.7 3.9 4.5 4.0 5.2 5.5
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000)  211  212  214  216  219  221  223  232  234  233  240
2. Population aged 15-64  144  146  148  149  151  152  153  153  157  161  167
3. Total employment (000)  158  167  176  179  174  176  179  181  187  199  201
4. Population in employment aged 15-64  107  109  111  112  111  111  112  111  114  115  122
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 74.5 75.0 75.0 75.1 73.3 72.8 73.3 72.6 72.3 71.5 73.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 79.9 80.7 80.7 80.8 79.1 78.9 79.4 78.9 78.3 77.2 79.0
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 34.1 35.0 34.6 34.3 28.0 26.0 28.4 25.4 26.5 27.0 29.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 92.8 92.9 93.2 93.1 91.6 92.2 92.8 92.7 92.2 90.2 90.8
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 35.8 37.2 35.9 37.7 39.7 38.3 38.3 38.7 35.6 38.7 46.5
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 75.9 74.9 76.0 72.9 72.9 73.7 73.5 73.8 72.3 71.7
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 8.2 8.1 7.7 7.9 7.2 7.5 7.1 7.1 6.8 5.9 6.8
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 1.5 1.7 1.4 1.8 1.6 2.5 2.5 2.6 2.6 2.7 5.6
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 5.2 4.6 5.2 4.7 2.4 4.1 4.9 5.7 6.2 5.9 6.3
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 64.3 65.2 66.1 65.8 65.1 66.0 66.0 65.9 66.3 69.9 69.6
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 34.0 33.0 32.2 32.4 33.0 32.2 32.2 32.2 31.7 28.4 28.7
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.9 1.8 1.9 1.8 2.0 1.6 1.7
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 75.9 76.3 76.3 76.7 75.5 75.6 76.0 75.3 75.0 74.7 76.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 36.3 37.2 37.1 36.6 31.0 29.6 32.1 30.6 30.6 30.9 34.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 94.2 94.2 94.4 94.9 94.1 95.3 95.5 95.3 94.9 93.7 94.1
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 36.2 37.9 36.1 37.9 40.1 38.8 39.4 38.9 36.4 39.7 47.7
21. Total unemployment (000)  2 2 2 2 3 4 4 4 4 5 6
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 1.8 1.8 1.6 2.0 3.0 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.4 4.1 4.6
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 6.1 6.0 6.6 5.8 9.9 12.0 12.3 16.3 13.7 13.4 15.4
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.9 0.8 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.2 0.9
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 2.2 2.2 2.5 2.3 3.0 3.6 3.8 5.2 4.1 3.9 5.8
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000)  215  218  219  221  224  224  227  225  230  235  241
2. Population aged 15-64  141  142  145  146  148  149  151  154  159  157  163
3. Total employment (000)  92  97  103  109  119  123  129  138  146  150  151
4. Population in employment aged 15-64  69  71  74  76  76  77  81  84  89  87  93
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 48.6 50.1 50.9 51.6 50.9 51.9 53.7 54.6 56.1 55.1 57.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 52.1 53.8 54.5 55.4 55.1 56.2 58.4 59.4 61.0 60.1 61.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 29.4 28.8 29.8 28.0 26.1 20.5 21.3 21.2 18.4 20.6 24.2
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 60.5 63.0 63.9 64.6 63.8 66.2 68.4 69.5 71.7 69.5 71.4
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 17.2 16.4 15.2 18.4 20.6 22.2 24.9 27.8 28.6 29.3 29.4
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 44.6 45.1 45.7 43.7 43.3 44.4 46.1 47.5 46.3 47.8
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 6.7 6.0 5.8 5.3 6.1 5.5 5.7 5.1 5.0 5.8 4.6
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 24.0 25.1 25.8 25.3 30.7 36.3 38.2 36.2 37.2 38.3 35.1
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 5.2 6.6 6.4 5.6 4.2 5.8 5.8 6.6 7.6 6.6 8.4
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 91.7 92.7 92.6 92.6 90.9 89.8 90.5 91.0 90.9 88.5 91.1
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 6.9 6.3 6.5 6.5 7.9 8.8 8.4 7.9 8.0 10.3 7.8
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 1.4 1.1 0.9 0.9 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.2
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 50.3 51.6 52.2 53.6 53.5 55.8 57.0 58.2 58.9 58.7 60.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 31.7 30.9 31.8 30.9 29.7 26.4 25.5 25.0 22.3 27.1 29.5
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 62.3 64.7 65.3 66.8 66.5 70.4 72.2 73.8 74.7 72.9 75.3
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 17.4 16.4 15.2 18.5 21.2 22.6 25.1 28.5 29.1 30.3 30.6
21. Total unemployment (000)  2 2 2 3 4 6 5 5 5 6 6
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 3.3 2.9 2.4 3.5 4.9 6.8 6.0 6.0 5.1 5.9 6.0
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 7.9 7.2 5.7 8.6 12.5 21.5 16.9 15.2 18.2 21.9 18.7
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 0.8 0.5 0.6 0.8 0.9 1.3 1.2 1.6 1.1 2.1 1.6
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 2.3 2.1 2.0 2.9 3.6 5.9 4.1 3.8 3.9 6.5 5.2EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Labour market indicators: Hungary
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 9 972 9 924 10 038 10 012 9 980 9 944 9 932 9 921 9 907 9 893 9 867
2. Population aged 15-64 6 783 6 764 6 851 6 849 6 836 6 826 6 815 6 816 6 800 6 794 6 771
3. Total employment (000) 4 208 4 250 4 232 4 224 4 227 4 166 4 156 4 182 4 169 4 116 3 999
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 3 769 3 806 3 850 3 850 3 897 3 875 3 879 3 906 3 897 3 849 3 751
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 55.6 56.3 56.2 56.2 57.0 56.8 56.9 57.3 57.3 56.7 55.4
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 60.6 61.2 61.3 61.4 62.4 62.1 62.2 62.6 62.6 61.9 60.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 34.9 33.5 30.7 28.5 26.8 23.6 21.8 21.7 21.0 20.0 18.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 72.3 73.0 73.1 73.0 73.7 73.6 73.7 74.2 74.6 74.4 72.9
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 19.4 22.2 23.5 25.6 28.9 31.1 33.0 33.6 33.1 31.4 32.8
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 56.0 56.0 56.2 56.9 56.5 56.5 57.0 56.9 56.2 54.6
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 17.4 19.1 15.2 14.8 13.7 13.6 12.7 12.2 11.7 11.4 11.0
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 3.8 3.5 3.6 3.6 4.4 4.7 4.1 4.0 4.1 4.6 5.6
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 6.2 7.1 7.5 7.3 7.5 6.8 7.0 6.7 7.3 7.9 8.5
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 54.5 55.7 56.0 56.3 58.3 59.0 59.9 60.2 60.2 61.0 62.3
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 32.0 31.9 32.6 32.6 32.2 32.2 31.8 31.8 32.2 31.8 30.7
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 13.5 12.4 11.5 11.1 9.4 8.8 8.3 8.0 7.6 7.2 7.1
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 59.8 60.1 59.6 59.7 60.6 60.5 61.3 62.0 61.9 61.5 61.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 40.1 38.3 34.6 32.6 31.0 27.9 27.1 26.8 25.6 25.0 24.6
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 77.1 77.3 77.1 77.0 77.8 77.9 78.7 79.6 80.0 80.1 80.2
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 19.9 22.9 24.2 26.4 29.8 32.0 34.3 34.9 34.5 33.1 35.0
21. Total unemployment (000)  282  261  235  240  245  253  302  317  312  329  421
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 6.9 6.4 5.7 5.8 5.9 6.1 7.2 7.5 7.4 7.8 10.0
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 12.6 12.4 11.3 12.7 13.4 15.5 19.4 19.1 18.0 19.9 26.5
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.3 3.1 2.6 2.5 2.4 2.7 3.2 3.4 3.4 3.6 4.2
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 5.1 4.8 3.9 4.1 4.1 4.3 5.2 5.1 4.6 5.0 6.5
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 4 750 4 726 4 756 4 742 4 722 4 703 4 698 4 692 4 691 4 680 4 671
2. Population aged 15-64 3 315 3 313 3 340 3 338 3 329 3 329 3 328 3 328 3 319 3 321 3 316
3. Total employment (000) 2 312 2 334 2 312 2 305 2 292 2 262 2 254 2 274 2 276 2 239 2 162
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2 069 2 089 2 102 2 100 2 113 2 102 2 101 2 122 2 126 2 093 2 026
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 62.4 63.1 62.9 62.9 63.5 63.1 63.1 63.8 64.0 63.0 61.1
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 68.3 68.9 68.9 69.0 69.6 69.2 69.2 69.9 70.2 69.0 67.0
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 38.7 37.3 34.4 31.2 29.8 26.3 24.4 24.5 24.2 23.2 19.9
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 78.7 79.2 79.4 79.7 80.1 80.5 80.3 81.0 81.3 81.0 78.9
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 29.7 33.2 34.1 35.5 37.8 38.4 40.6 41.4 41.7 38.5 39.9
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 63.6 63.4 63.6 64.0 63.7 63.3 64.1 64.3 63.1 60.9
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 21.4 23.9 18.8 18.3 17.3 16.9 15.8 15.1 14.2 14.2 13.5
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 2.4 2.0 2.2 2.3 2.8 3.2 2.7 2.6 2.8 3.3 3.9
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 6.5 7.7 8.1 7.9 8.3 7.5 7.6 7.4 7.7 8.7 9.0
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 43.6 45.3 45.9 46.0 47.3 47.8 48.3 48.7 48.6 50.2 50.9
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 38.1 37.8 38.7 39.3 39.5 39.8 40.4 40.4 40.9 40.0 39.6
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 18.3 16.9 15.4 14.7 13.3 12.3 11.3 10.9 10.6 9.8 9.5
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 67.6 67.9 67.2 67.1 67.6 67.2 67.9 68.7 69.0 68.3 68.2
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 45.0 43.2 39.2 36.0 34.6 31.4 30.3 30.1 29.3 28.6 27.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 84.3 84.4 84.2 84.3 84.8 85.0 85.5 86.5 86.9 87.0 86.9
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 30.8 34.5 35.4 36.9 38.9 39.7 42.3 43.1 43.6 40.5 42.6
21. Total unemployment (000)  168  159  143  139  139  137  159  165  164  174  234
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 7.5 7.0 6.3 6.2 6.1 6.1 7.0 7.2 7.1 7.6 10.3
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 13.7 13.6 12.3 13.2 13.8 16.2 19.6 18.6 17.6 19.1 28.2
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.7 3.5 3.0 2.8 2.5 2.8 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.6 4.2
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 6.2 5.9 4.8 4.8 4.8 5.1 6.0 5.6 5.2 5.5 7.8
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 5 222 5 199 5 282 5 270 5 258 5 241 5 234 5 228 5 216 5 212 5 196
2. Population aged 15-64 3 468 3 452 3 511 3 512 3 506 3 497 3 486 3 488 3 481 3 473 3 455
3. Total employment (000) 1 896 1 917 1 920 1 918 1 935 1 905 1 902 1 908 1 893 1 876 1 837
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1 700 1 717 1 747 1 750 1 785 1 773 1 777 1 784 1 772 1 756 1 725
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 49.0 49.7 49.8 49.8 50.9 50.7 51.0 51.1 50.9 50.6 49.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 53.2 53.9 54.1 54.3 55.5 55.3 55.6 55.7 55.5 55.1 54.4
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 31.1 29.7 26.9 25.8 23.8 20.8 19.2 18.8 17.8 16.8 16.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 66.1 66.9 67.0 66.5 67.4 67.0 67.2 67.6 67.9 67.9 66.9
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 11.3 13.3 14.9 17.6 21.8 25.0 26.7 27.1 26.2 25.7 27.0
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 48.7 48.8 49.1 50.0 49.5 50.0 50.2 49.9 49.5 48.6
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 12.4 13.3 10.8 10.7 9.4 9.7 9.1 8.7 8.6 8.0 7.9
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 5.5 5.2 5.2 5.1 6.2 6.3 5.8 5.6 5.8 6.2 7.5
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 5.8 6.5 6.8 6.6 6.7 6.1 6.4 6.0 6.8 7.0 7.8
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 68.4 68.9 68.6 69.1 71.9 72.8 74.0 74.3 74.7 74.6 76.2
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 24.2 24.4 24.9 24.2 23.3 22.7 21.4 21.2 21.5 21.4 19.6
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 7.3 6.7 6.5 6.7 4.7 4.5 4.6 4.5 3.9 4.0 4.1
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 52.3 52.7 52.4 52.7 53.9 54.0 55.1 55.5 55.1 55.0 55.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 35.0 33.3 29.9 29.3 27.3 24.3 23.8 23.4 21.8 21.3 21.5
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 70.0 70.4 70.1 69.9 71.0 70.9 72.1 72.9 73.2 73.3 73.6
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 11.4 13.5 15.1 18.0 22.4 25.8 27.7 28.2 27.3 27.0 28.8
21. Total unemployment (000)  114  102  92  101  106  116  143  152  148  155  187
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 6.3 5.6 5.0 5.4 5.6 6.1 7.4 7.8 7.7 8.1 9.7
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 11.2 10.8 10.0 11.9 12.8 14.4 19.0 19.8 18.6 20.9 24.2
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 2.9 2.5 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.6 3.2 3.4 3.6 3.7 4.1
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 4.0 3.6 3.0 3.5 3.5 3.5 4.5 4.6 4.1 4.4 5.2Statistical annex
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Labour market indicators: Malta
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) :  433  438  396  399  400  402  406  409  411  414
2. Population aged 15-64 :  263  267  269  271  272  274  281  285  288  292
3. Total employment (000) :  146  149  150  151  150  153  155  160  164  163
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 :  143  145  147  147  147  148  151  156  159  160
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 54.2 54.3 54.4 54.2 54.0 53.9 53.6 54.6 55.3 54.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) : 57.2 57.2 57.7 57.8 57.9 57.9 57.6 58.5 59.1 58.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 52.8 52.3 50.5 47.2 46.2 45.3 44.2 45.7 45.8 44.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 60.6 61.0 61.6 61.8 62.1 62.4 64.4 66.2 67.3 68.0
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 28.5 29.4 30.1 32.5 31.5 30.8 29.8 28.5 29.2 28.1
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 54.2 53.4 53.7 53.0 52.6 51.6 51.9 52.5 53.3 53.1
11. Self-employed (% total employment) : 11.8 11.2 11.2 11.5 11.7 11.8 11.8 11.9 12.0 12.3
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) : 6.8 7.4 8.3 9.2 8.7 9.6 10.0 10.9 11.5 11.3
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : 4.1 4.0 4.3 3.6 4.0 4.5 3.7 5.1 4.3 4.8
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 63.1 71.0 71.1 70.5 71.7 71.8 72.3 73.1 74.1 75.0 77.8
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 34.9 26.4 26.3 27.2 26.0 25.3 24.8 24.0 23.0 22.4 19.9
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.0 2.6 2.6 2.3 2.3 3.0 2.9 3.0 3.0 2.6 2.3
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 58.0 58.1 58.5 58.6 58.2 58.1 57.6 58.4 58.8 59.1
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 58.7 60.8 58.8 56.5 55.3 54.4 52.6 53.1 52.2 51.5
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 64.3 63.8 65.0 65.4 65.3 65.7 67.9 69.7 70.8 71.9
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 29.6 30.1 30.7 33.4 32.3 31.9 30.6 29.6 30.4 29.8
21. Total unemployment (000)  11  10  12  12  12  12  12  12  11  10  12
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 6.7 7.6 7.5 7.6 7.4 7.2 7.1 6.4 5.9 6.9
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 13.7 18.8 17.1 17.2 16.8 16.2 16.5 13.8 11.9 14.3
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 4.5 3.7 3.2 3.2 3.4 3.3 2.8 2.7 2.5 3.0
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) : 5.9 8.5 8.3 9.3 9.2 9.1 8.4 7.4 6.4 7.4
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) :  211  213  196  198  198  199  202  203  204  207
2. Population aged 15-64 :  132  134  135  136  137  138  143  145  147  149
3. Total employment (000) :  102  105  104  105  105  105  107  109  109  108
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 :  99  103  101  102  103  102  105  106  106  107
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 75.0 76.2 74.7 74.5 75.1 73.8 73.3 72.9 72.5 71.5
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) : 80.9 82.0 81.0 80.6 81.2 80.6 79.2 78.7 78.2 76.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 53.4 54.3 51.7 49.1 50.4 46.7 46.9 48.1 47.6 46.2
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 88.1 90.0 88.5 88.3 88.8 88.9 89.6 90.0 89.5 89.0
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 50.8 50.4 50.8 53.8 53.4 50.8 49.4 45.9 46.4 45.3
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 76.5 76.3 75.7 75.3 75.5 72.7 72.9 72.6 72.6 71.5
11. Self-employed (% total employment) : 14.4 13.6 14.1 13.8 14.5 14.8 14.8 14.6 15.1 15.3
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) : 3.0 3.2 3.9 3.8 4.1 4.5 4.9 4.4 4.5 5.1
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : 3.4 2.8 3.4 3.0 3.1 3.7 2.7 3.7 3.4 3.7
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 66.5 : 65.8 66.1 66.2 66.0 66.7 67.3 67.8 70.9
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 30.1 : 31.0 30.8 29.9 30.0 29.2 28.5 28.6 25.9
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 3.4 : 3.2 3.1 3.9 4.0 4.0 4.1 3.5 3.2
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 80.5 81.3 80.1 80.2 80.2 79.1 78.1 77.6 76.9 76.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 60.9 64.8 61.1 58.8 59.9 56.4 56.6 57.1 55.3 54.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 93.5 94.0 93.2 93.5 93.3 93.2 93.9 94.2 93.7 93.8
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 52.7 51.6 52.0 55.5 54.7 53.1 50.6 47.3 47.9 47.8
21. Total unemployment (000)  7 7 8 7 8 7 7 7 7 6 8
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 6.4 6.9 6.6 6.9 6.6 6.4 6.3 5.9 5.6 6.6
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 14.9 20.5 17.6 16.8 16.3 16.6 17.8 15.7 13.6 15.8
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 4.5 4.0 3.5 3.4 3.6 3.4 3.0 2.8 2.6 3.4
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) : 7.5 10.5 9.4 9.7 9.5 9.7 9.7 9.0 7.6 8.7
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) :  222  225  200  201  202  203  204  205  207  208
2. Population aged 15-64 :  131  133  134  135  136  136  139  140  142  143
3. Total employment (000) :  44  44  46  47  45  47  47  51  54  55
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 :  43  43  45  45  44  46  46  50  53  54
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 33.1 32.1 33.9 33.6 32.7 33.7 33.4 35.7 37.4 37.7
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) : 33.2 32.1 34.4 34.9 34.3 35.1 35.4 37.4 39.4 39.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : 52.2 50.2 49.2 45.2 41.8 43.9 41.3 43.2 43.9 41.8
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : 32.7 31.4 34.2 34.7 34.8 35.4 38.1 41.3 44.1 45.9
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : 8.4 10.2 10.9 13.0 11.5 12.4 10.8 11.6 12.5 11.2
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 31.7 30.4 31.7 30.6 29.7 30.4 30.4 31.8 33.5 34.1
11. Self-employed (% total employment) : 5.9 5.6 4.6 6.4 5.3 5.2 5.1 6.1 5.6 6.4
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) : 15.5 17.5 18.3 21.3 19.3 21.1 21.5 24.6 25.6 23.6
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : 5.6 6.4 5.9 4.8 5.8 6.1 5.8 7.7 5.7 6.7
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) : 80.9 : 80.7 83.6 84.5 85.9 87.0 88.1 89.6 90.8
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) : 18.2 : 19.0 15.8 14.7 13.6 12.4 11.4 9.7 8.5
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) : 0.9 : : 0.6 0.9 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : 35.2 34.6 36.7 36.8 36.0 36.9 36.5 38.6 40.2 40.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : 56.3 56.6 56.4 54.0 50.6 52.4 48.3 48.9 48.9 47.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : 34.6 33.1 36.2 36.8 36.8 37.6 40.8 44.0 46.7 48.9
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : 8.8 10.3 11.1 13.1 11.9 12.4 11.2 12.3 13.4 12.1
21. Total unemployment (000)  4 4 5 5 5 4 5 4 4 4 4
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : 7.4 9.3 9.3 9.1 9.0 8.9 8.7 7.5 6.6 7.6
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : 12.3 16.9 16.7 17.8 17.4 15.8 14.9 11.6 9.8 12.5
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : 4.5 2.7 2.5 2.4 3.0 3.4 2.4 2.4 2.5 2.4
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) : 4.1 6.4 7.2 8.8 8.8 8.5 6.9 5.7 5.0 5.9
Indicator 1: 2000-2001 estimate.EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Labour market indicators: Netherlands
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 15 591 15 680 15 837 15 964 16 037 16 119 16 107 16 142 16 180 16 190 16 223
2. Population aged 15-64 10 670 10 722 10 801 10 871 10 920 10 960 10 943 10 964 10 986 10 970 10 970
3. Total employment (000) 7 937 8 116 8 282 8 324 8 283 8 211 8 252 8 392 8 606 8 731 8 631
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 7 650 7 819 8 005 8 089 8 042 8 014 8 013 8 152 8 345 8 468 8 443
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 71.7 72.9 74.1 74.4 73.6 73.1 73.2 74.3 76.0 77.2 77.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 73.5 74.3 75.4 75.8 75.2 74.9 75.1 76.3 77.8 78.9 78.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 64.5 68.7 70.4 70.0 68.3 65.9 65.2 66.2 68.4 69.3 68.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 81.1 81.7 82.8 82.8 82.6 82.5 82.9 84.2 85.4 86.8 86.3
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 36.4 38.2 39.6 42.3 44.3 45.2 46.1 47.7 50.9 53.0 55.1
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 57.5 58.1 58.1 57.2 56.5 56.4 57.4 58.6 59.6 59.2
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 14.2 13.9 13.6 13.5 13.5 13.7 13.9 13.9 13.7 13.5 13.4
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 39.7 41.5 42.2 43.9 45.0 45.5 46.1 46.2 46.8 47.3 48.3
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 12.3 13.7 14.3 14.4 14.5 14.8 15.5 16.6 18.1 18.2 18.2
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 76.9 77.1 77.5 78.0 78.5 78.9 79.3 79.7 80.1 80.2 80.5
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 19.6 19.4 19.0 18.6 18.1 17.8 17.5 17.2 16.9 16.9 16.7
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 3.5 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.3 3.2 3.1 3.0 2.9 2.8
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 74.1 75.2 75.8 76.5 76.5 76.6 76.9 77.4 78.5 79.3 79.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 69.3 72.9 73.8 73.7 72.9 71.6 71.0 70.8 72.7 73.2 72.8
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 83.3 83.7 84.3 84.8 85.3 85.9 86.5 87.1 87.6 88.5 88.8
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 37.3 39.0 40.2 43.3 45.5 46.9 48.1 49.6 52.8 54.7 56.8
21. Total unemployment (000)  253  230  183  232  311  387  402  336  278  243  304
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 3.2 2.8 2.2 2.8 3.7 4.6 4.7 3.9 3.2 2.8 3.4
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 6.8 5.7 4.5 5.0 6.3 8.0 8.2 6.6 5.9 5.3 6.6
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.2 0.8 0.6 0.7 1.0 1.6 1.9 1.7 1.3 1.0 0.8
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 4.8 4.2 3.4 3.7 4.6 5.7 5.8 4.6 4.3 3.9 4.8
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 7 741 7 789 7 865 7 930 7 969 8 012 7 992 8 006 8 022 8 027 8 043
2. Population aged 15-64 5 405 5 431 5 469 5 502 5 525 5 543 5 519 5 524 5 529 5 516 5 512
3. Total employment (000) 4 543 4 635 4 694 4 680 4 626 4 572 4 561 4 625 4 709 4 751 4 667
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 4 372 4 460 4 526 4 536 4 479 4 447 4 411 4 471 4 547 4 588 4 540
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 80.9 82.1 82.8 82.4 81.1 80.2 79.9 80.9 82.2 83.2 82.4
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 83.6 84.3 84.9 84.6 83.4 82.7 82.4 83.5 84.8 85.5 84.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 64.6 70.0 71.2 70.6 68.9 66.3 65.5 67.2 68.9 69.8 67.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 91.7 92.2 92.7 91.8 90.6 90.2 90.3 91.4 92.1 93.0 92.0
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 49.6 50.2 51.1 54.6 56.7 56.9 56.9 58.0 61.5 63.7 65.4
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 74.7 75.0 74.7 73.2 72.0 71.7 72.5 73.5 74.3 73.2
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 15.8 15.7 15.3 15.5 15.9 16.0 16.3 16.4 16.4 16.2 16.0
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 18.0 19.3 20.0 21.2 22.0 22.3 22.6 23.0 23.6 23.9 24.9
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 9.7 11.2 11.9 12.1 12.9 13.4 14.3 15.4 16.6 16.6 16.4
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 68.0 68.2 68.6 68.8 69.2 69.4 69.9 70.2 70.9 72.4 72.6
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 27.8 27.6 27.4 27.0 26.5 26.3 25.9 25.7 25.2 24.0 23.9
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 4.3 4.2 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.1 4.1 3.9 3.6 3.5
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 82.9 84.1 84.3 84.5 84.0 83.9 83.7 83.9 84.6 85.3 85.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 68.8 73.7 74.4 74.5 73.5 72.0 71.2 71.5 73.0 73.7 72.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 93.4 93.9 94.0 93.6 93.5 93.7 93.8 94.1 94.0 94.5 94.4
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 50.6 51.2 51.8 55.8 58.2 59.1 59.5 60.4 64.0 65.9 67.6
21. Total unemployment (000)  104  102  83  116  165  204  209  167  133  122  162
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 2.3 2.2 1.8 2.5 3.5 4.3 4.5 3.5 2.8 2.5 3.4
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 5.2 4.9 4.3 5.2 6.3 7.9 8.0 6.1 5.6 5.4 7.1
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 0.9 0.6 0.5 0.6 1.0 1.5 1.9 1.6 1.2 0.9 0.8
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 4.2 3.7 3.2 3.9 4.6 5.7 5.7 4.3 4.1 4.0 5.2
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 7 850 7 890 7 972 8 035 8 068 8 107 8 116 8 136 8 157 8 164 8 181
2. Population aged 15-64 5 266 5 291 5 332 5 368 5 395 5 417 5 424 5 441 5 457 5 454 5 458
3. Total employment (000) 3 394 3 480 3 588 3 644 3 657 3 639 3 691 3 768 3 897 3 980 3 964
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 3 278 3 359 3 479 3 553 3 562 3 567 3 603 3 681 3 798 3 880 3 903
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 62.3 63.5 65.2 66.2 66.0 65.8 66.4 67.7 69.6 71.1 71.5
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 63.1 64.1 65.7 66.8 66.9 66.9 67.6 69.0 70.7 72.2 72.7
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 64.4 67.3 69.6 69.5 67.8 65.4 64.9 65.1 67.9 68.8 68.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 70.2 70.8 72.5 73.6 74.4 74.6 75.5 77.0 78.7 80.5 80.7
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 23.1 26.1 28.0 29.9 31.8 33.4 35.2 37.2 40.1 42.2 44.7
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 40.5 41.6 42.0 41.7 41.5 41.8 43.0 44.4 45.7 45.9
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 12.1 11.5 11.4 10.9 10.3 10.9 10.9 10.8 10.5 10.3 10.4
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 68.9 71.0 71.3 73.1 74.1 74.7 75.1 74.7 75.0 75.3 75.8
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 15.6 16.8 17.4 17.1 16.4 16.5 16.9 18.0 19.7 20.0 20.3
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 89.2 89.2 89.5 89.9 90.5 90.8 90.8 91.2 91.2 90.7 91.0
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 8.3 8.3 7.9 7.8 7.4 7.1 7.1 6.8 6.8 7.3 7.1
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.5 2.4 2.6 2.3 2.2 2.1 2.1 2.0 1.9 2.0 1.9
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 65.2 66.0 67.1 68.3 68.7 69.2 70.0 70.7 72.2 73.3 74.1
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 69.8 72.0 73.1 73.0 72.3 71.1 70.8 70.1 72.4 72.6 72.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 72.9 73.2 74.3 75.7 77.0 77.9 79.0 80.1 81.2 82.5 83.0
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 24.0 26.7 28.4 30.6 32.6 34.4 36.5 38.6 41.4 43.5 46.0
21. Total unemployment (000)  150  128  100  116  145  183  194  169  145  121  142
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 4.4 3.6 2.8 3.1 3.9 4.8 5.1 4.4 3.6 3.0 3.5
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 8.5 6.5 4.8 4.8 6.3 8.1 8.4 7.1 6.2 5.2 6.1
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.5 1.0 0.8 0.9 1.1 1.6 1.9 1.8 1.4 1.0 0.9
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 5.4 4.7 3.6 3.5 4.6 5.7 5.9 4.9 4.5 3.8 4.5Statistical annex
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Labour market indicators: Austria
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 7 930 7 944 7 963 7 893 7 998 8 045 8 109 8 155 8 191 8 220 8 238
2. Population aged 15-64 5 345 5 375 5 404 5 356 5 459 5 485 5 516 5 532 5 551 5 576 5 588
3. Total employment (000) 3 753 3 788 3 816 3 812 3 810 3 863 3 920 3 974 4 046 4 117 4 080
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 3 666 3 678 3 707 3 682 3 763 3 716 3 786 3 881 3 963 4 020 4 002
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 68.6 68.5 68.5 68.7 68.9 67.8 68.6 70.2 71.4 72.1 71.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 71.4 71.4 71.5 71.8 72.0 70.8 71.7 73.2 74.4 75.1 74.7
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 54.1 52.4 51.3 51.7 51.1 51.9 53.1 54.0 55.5 55.9 54.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 81.9 82.6 82.9 83.6 84.0 82.6 82.6 83.5 84.0 84.4 84.0
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 29.7 28.8 28.9 29.1 30.3 28.8 31.8 35.5 38.6 41.0 41.1
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 63.5 63.4 62.9 63.2 60.6 61.8 63.0 63.8 64.3 63.5
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 14.1 13.9 14.0 14.1 14.2 14.5 14.7 14.5 14.4 14.2 14.2
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 16.4 16.3 18.2 19.0 18.7 19.8 21.1 21.8 22.6 23.3 24.6
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 7.9 8.0 7.9 7.4 6.9 9.6 9.1 9.0 8.9 9.0 9.1
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 67.2 68.0 68.5 69.2 70.0 70.1 70.1 70.3 70.6 70.8 71.6
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 26.5 26.0 25.7 25.1 24.5 24.2 23.9 24.0 24.0 23.9 23.2
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 6.4 6.0 5.9 5.7 5.4 5.6 6.0 5.7 5.4 5.2 5.2
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 71.2 71.0 71.0 71.6 72.0 71.3 72.4 73.7 74.7 75.0 75.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 59.2 55.4 54.5 55.1 55.0 57.4 59.2 59.4 60.8 60.8 60.5
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 84.7 85.3 85.4 86.6 87.3 86.3 86.4 87.1 87.4 87.3 87.7
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 29.1 30.5 30.1 30.8 32.0 29.9 33.0 36.8 39.8 41.9 42.1
21. Total unemployment (000)  150  138  138  163  166  194  208  196  186  162  204
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 3.9 3.6 3.6 4.2 4.3 4.9 5.2 4.8 4.4 3.8 4.8
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 5.4 5.3 5.8 6.7 8.1 9.7 10.3 9.1 8.7 8.0 10.0
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.2 1.0 0.9 1.1 1.1 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.2 0.9 1.0
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 3.0 2.8 3.1 3.4 3.9 5.6 6.1 5.4 5.3 4.9 6.0
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 3 830 3 840 3 854 3 805 3 877 3 898 3 939 3 964 3 985 4 001 4 012
2. Population aged 15-64 2 663 2 678 2 693 2 653 2 718 2 728 2 745 2 753 2 763 2 775 2 780
3. Total employment (000) 2 117 2 136 2 134 2 099 2 103 2 127 2 147 2 173 2 219 2 237 2 187
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2 067 2 069 2 060 2 026 2 076 2 043 2 070 2 118 2 168 2 178 2 138
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 77.6 77.3 76.4 76.4 76.4 74.9 75.4 76.9 78.4 78.5 76.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 80.7 80.6 79.6 79.6 79.6 78.0 78.5 80.0 81.6 81.7 80.1
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 58.6 57.0 55.6 56.0 55.7 56.0 56.8 58.2 59.6 59.5 57.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 90.8 91.3 90.6 91.1 91.1 89.4 89.1 89.9 90.6 90.2 88.5
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 42.6 41.2 40.1 39.6 40.4 38.9 41.3 45.3 49.8 51.8 51.0
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 76.2 76.0 74.8 74.9 72.6 74.1 75.5 76.8 76.5 74.7
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 14.8 14.7 14.9 15.3 15.5 16.8 16.9 16.5 16.1 16.1 16.4
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 4.2 4.1 4.8 5.1 4.7 4.9 6.1 6.5 7.2 8.1 8.7
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 7.9 7.4 7.2 7.6 7.1 10.2 9.3 9.1 8.8 8.9 9.2
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 55.7 56.3 57.0 57.0 57.7 59.2 58.8 59.0 59.5 60.9 61.6
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 38.3 37.8 37.3 37.4 36.8 35.2 35.1 35.2 35.1 33.9 33.2
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 6.0 5.9 5.7 5.6 5.4 5.5 6.1 5.8 5.4 5.1 5.2
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 80.5 80.1 79.4 79.6 79.9 78.5 79.3 80.5 81.7 81.4 81.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 63.9 60.3 59.2 59.9 60.3 61.7 63.6 63.9 65.0 64.6 64.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 93.9 94.0 93.7 94.3 94.6 92.9 92.8 93.2 93.7 93.0 92.6
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 42.2 43.6 42.1 42.1 42.9 40.6 43.0 47.3 51.3 52.8 52.3
21. Total unemployment (000)  71  65  66  85  84  97  108  97  90  82  114
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 3.3 3.1 3.1 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.9 4.3 3.9 3.6 5.0
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 4.3 4.7 5.2 6.4 7.3 9.3 10.7 8.9 8.3 7.9 10.5
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.0 0.9 0.7 1.0 1.1 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.0 0.9 1.1
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 2.9 3.0 3.4 3.9 4.5 5.7 6.8 5.7 5.4 5.1 6.7
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 4 100 4 104 4 109 4 088 4 120 4 147 4 170 4 191 4 206 4 219 4 226
2. Population aged 15-64 2 682 2 696 2 711 2 704 2 741 2 757 2 770 2 779 2 788 2 801 2 808
3. Total employment (000) 1 636 1 653 1 682 1 713 1 707 1 736 1 772 1 802 1 828 1 880 1 893
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1 599 1 608 1 647 1 656 1 688 1 673 1 717 1 764 1 796 1 842 1 865
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 59.6 59.6 60.7 61.3 61.6 60.7 62.0 63.5 64.4 65.8 66.4
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 62.2 62.3 63.4 64.1 64.5 63.7 64.9 66.4 67.2 68.6 69.4
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 49.7 47.9 47.1 47.4 46.5 47.9 49.4 49.9 51.5 52.3 51.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 73.0 73.8 75.2 76.2 76.9 75.8 76.0 77.0 77.5 78.6 79.5
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 17.6 17.2 18.4 19.3 20.8 19.3 22.9 26.3 28.0 30.8 31.7
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 51.0 50.9 51.2 51.6 49.0 50.1 51.0 51.4 52.7 52.8
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 13.3 12.9 12.8 12.6 12.5 11.7 12.1 12.2 12.3 11.8 11.7
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 32.2 32.2 35.0 35.9 36.0 38.0 39.3 40.2 41.2 41.5 42.9
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 8.0 8.8 8.7 7.3 6.7 9.0 8.8 8.9 9.0 9.1 9.0
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 81.1 82.1 82.2 83.2 84.0 82.9 83.1 83.2 83.4 82.9 83.6
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 12.0 11.7 11.7 11.0 10.5 11.4 11.0 11.1 11.2 11.7 11.3
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 6.8 6.1 6.1 5.9 5.5 5.8 5.9 5.7 5.4 5.3 5.2
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 62.0 62.0 62.5 63.7 64.3 64.2 65.6 67.0 67.8 68.6 69.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 54.7 50.5 49.7 50.3 49.8 53.3 54.8 55.1 56.7 56.9 57.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 75.5 76.5 77.2 79.0 79.9 79.6 79.9 80.9 81.1 81.5 82.8
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 16.8 18.0 18.8 20.1 21.7 19.9 23.5 26.9 28.9 31.6 32.4
21. Total unemployment (000)  79  73  72  78  82  97  100  99  96  81  90
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 4.7 4.3 4.2 4.4 4.7 5.4 5.5 5.2 5.0 4.1 4.6
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 6.6 6.0 6.5 7.1 8.9 10.2 9.9 9.3 9.1 8.2 9.4
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.5 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.4 0.9 1.0
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 3.0 2.7 2.8 2.9 3.2 5.4 5.4 5.1 5.2 4.7 5.4
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Labour market indicators: Poland
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 37 985 38 033 38 109 38 070 37 657 37 601 37 527 37 446 37 277 37 158 37 196
2. Population aged 15-64 25 461 25 739 25 986 26 159 26 031 26 142 26 211 26 325 26 299 26 266 26 338
3. Total employment (000) 14 750 14 517 14 195 13 766 13 606 13 773 14 075 14 530 15 174 15 747 15 814
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 14 664 14 155 13 866 13 470 13 324 13 504 13 834 14 338 14 997 15 557 15 630
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 57.6 55.0 53.4 51.5 51.2 51.7 52.8 54.5 57.0 59.2 59.3
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 63.9 61.0 59.4 57.4 57.1 57.3 58.3 60.1 62.7 65.0 64.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 25.9 24.5 24.0 21.7 21.2 21.7 22.5 24.0 25.8 27.3 26.8
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 73.8 70.9 69.2 67.4 67.5 68.2 69.6 71.8 74.9 77.5 77.6
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 31.9 28.4 27.4 26.1 26.9 26.2 27.2 28.1 29.7 31.6 32.3
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : 52.9 50.7 50.3 50.2 51.5 53.3 55.9 58.3 58.4
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 27.0 27.4 28.1 28.2 27.3 26.8 25.8 24.5 23.5 23.0 22.8
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 10.5 10.5 10.3 10.8 10.5 10.8 10.8 9.8 9.2 8.5 8.4
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 4.6 5.8 11.7 15.4 19.4 22.7 25.7 27.3 28.2 27.0 26.5
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 45.4 46.2 50.4 52.1 53.0 53.2 53.5 54.4 54.6 54.6 :
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 27.7 26.3 30.5 28.6 28.6 28.8 29.2 29.9 30.6 31.4 :
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 26.9 27.5 19.1 19.3 18.4 18.0 17.4 15.8 14.7 14.0 :
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 65.9 65.8 65.5 64.6 63.9 64.0 64.4 63.4 63.2 63.8 64.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 36.1 37.8 39.7 37.8 36.4 35.9 35.7 34.2 33.0 33.1 33.8
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 82.5 82.4 81.9 81.5 81.4 81.9 82.5 81.7 81.7 82.5 83.4
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 34.5 31.3 30.2 29.1 30.1 29.6 30.5 30.7 31.8 33.3 34.5
21. Total unemployment (000) 2 300 2 793 3 170 3 431 3 323 3 230 3 045 2 344 1 619 1 211 1 411
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 13.4 16.1 18.3 20.0 19.7 19.0 17.8 13.9 9.6 7.1 8.2
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 30.1 35.1 39.5 42.5 41.9 39.6 36.9 29.8 21.7 17.3 20.6
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 5.8 7.4 9.2 10.9 11.0 10.3 10.3 7.8 4.9 2.4 2.5
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 10.2 13.3 15.7 16.1 15.2 14.2 13.2 10.2 7.1 5.7 7.0
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 18 339 18 371 18 408 18 381 18 169 18 139 18 104 18 052 17 924 17 831 17 850
2. Population aged 15-64 12 561 12 713 12 832 12 919 12 873 12 940 12 986 13 027 12 976 12 931 12 971
3. Total employment (000) 8 117 7 999 7 790 7 521 7 426 7 553 7 787 8 045 8 366 8 689 8 692
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 8 064 7 783 7 592 7 352 7 271 7 400 7 643 7 927 8 258 8 573 8 578
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 64.2 61.2 59.2 56.9 56.5 57.2 58.9 60.9 63.6 66.3 66.1
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 71.4 68.0 66.0 63.6 63.1 63.5 65.1 67.3 70.2 73.0 72.6
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 29.5 27.3 26.6 24.2 23.9 24.8 25.4 26.9 29.2 31.0 30.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 80.5 77.6 75.4 73.0 73.0 73.9 76.1 78.3 81.1 84.0 83.7
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 40.6 36.7 35.6 34.5 35.2 34.1 35.9 38.4 41.4 44.1 44.3
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : 59.2 56.7 56.1 56.4 58.4 60.5 63.5 66.4 66.2
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 29.0 29.5 30.0 30.5 29.8 29.0 28.0 26.7 25.6 25.0 25.0
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 8.0 8.2 8.3 8.5 8.2 8.2 8.0 7.1 6.6 5.9 5.8
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 5.2 6.5 12.4 16.4 20.8 23.7 26.5 28.5 28.4 26.3 26.3
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 36.7 37.4 40.4 42.1 42.9 42.9 43.1 43.7 43.7 43.8 :
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 35.9 34.5 40.4 38.1 38.0 38.4 38.9 39.9 41.1 42.2 :
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 27.5 28.1 19.2 19.8 19.1 18.7 18.0 16.4 15.2 14.0 :
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 72.5 71.7 71.5 70.6 70.0 70.1 70.8 70.1 70.0 70.9 71.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 40.1 40.9 43.1 41.6 40.5 39.7 39.5 37.5 36.5 36.5 38.1
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 88.9 88.3 87.7 87.2 87.1 87.8 88.7 88.2 87.9 88.8 89.4
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 44.3 40.4 39.6 38.7 39.7 39.1 40.9 42.6 44.7 46.8 47.5
21. Total unemployment (000) 1 097 1 343 1 583 1 779 1 738 1 681 1 553 1 202  831  599  734
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 11.8 14.4 16.9 19.2 19.0 18.2 16.6 13.0 9.0 6.4 7.8
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 28.5 33.4 38.3 41.9 40.9 37.7 35.7 28.3 20.0 15.2 20.2
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 4.5 6.0 7.8 9.8 10.4 9.6 9.3 7.1 4.6 2.0 2.2
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 10.6 13.6 16.5 17.4 16.6 15.0 14.1 10.6 7.3 5.6 7.7
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 19 642 19 659 19 699 19 688 19 487 19 461 19 422 19 394 19 353 19 327 19 346
2. Population aged 15-64 12 899 13 027 13 153 13 241 13 158 13 203 13 225 13 298 13 322 13 335 13 368
3. Total employment (000) 6 633 6 518 6 404 6 246 6 180 6 220 6 288 6 485 6 808 7 059 7 122
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 6 603 6 372 6 274 6 119 6 054 6 103 6 191 6 411 6 738 6 984 7 052
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 51.2 48.9 47.7 46.2 46.0 46.2 46.8 48.2 50.6 52.4 52.8
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 56.7 54.2 53.0 51.4 51.2 51.2 51.7 53.1 55.5 57.3 57.6
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 22.4 21.8 21.5 19.3 18.3 18.6 19.6 21.0 22.4 23.7 23.2
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 67.0 64.3 63.0 61.9 62.1 62.6 63.1 65.3 68.8 71.0 71.6
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 24.5 21.4 20.4 18.9 19.8 19.4 19.7 19.0 19.4 20.7 21.9
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : 46.7 44.9 44.7 44.2 44.8 46.4 48.7 50.6 50.9
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 24.5 24.8 25.8 25.5 24.3 24.1 23.2 21.9 21.0 20.5 20.1
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 13.6 13.4 12.7 13.4 13.2 14.0 14.3 13.0 12.5 11.7 11.6
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 3.9 4.9 10.9 14.4 17.8 21.5 24.7 26.0 27.9 27.7 26.6
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 56.3 56.9 62.5 64.1 65.2 65.7 66.3 67.6 68.0 68.1 :
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 17.5 16.4 18.4 17.2 17.2 17.1 17.1 17.4 17.8 17.9 :
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 26.2 26.7 19.0 18.8 17.6 17.2 16.6 15.0 14.2 14.0 :
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 59.4 59.9 59.7 58.7 58.0 57.9 58.1 56.8 56.5 57.0 57.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 32.2 34.8 36.4 34.1 32.2 32.0 31.8 30.7 29.3 29.6 29.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 76.1 76.5 76.2 75.8 75.8 76.0 76.4 75.4 75.6 76.3 77.5
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 26.2 23.6 22.2 20.9 22.0 21.4 21.5 20.3 20.6 21.6 23.2
21. Total unemployment (000) 1 204 1 450 1 587 1 652 1 585 1 550 1 493 1 142  788  612  678
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 15.3 18.2 19.9 21.0 20.5 20.0 19.2 14.9 10.4 8.0 8.7
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 32.0 37.1 41.0 43.3 43.1 41.9 38.3 31.6 23.8 19.9 21.2
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 7.4 9.1 10.8 12.3 11.8 11.1 11.4 8.6 5.4 2.8 2.9
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 9.8 13.0 14.9 14.8 13.9 13.4 12.2 9.7 7.0 5.9 6.2
Indicator 1: 1999-2005 estimate; Indicator 3, 10, 14, 15, 16: 2005 break in series.Statistical annex
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Labour market indicators: Portugal
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 10 156 10 211 10 284 10 357 10 435 10 504 10 563 10 586 10 604 10 623 10 638
2. Population aged 15-64 6 871 6 909 6 950 6 992 7 038 7 084 7 115 7 116 7 135 7 145 7 143
3. Total employment (000) 4 927 5 030 5 121 5 151 5 121 5 117 5 100 5 126 5 124 5 146 5 015
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 4 633 4 724 4 796 4 812 4 792 4 806 4 800 4 830 4 837 4 872 4 736
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 67.4 68.4 69.0 68.8 68.1 67.8 67.5 67.9 67.8 68.2 66.3
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 72.6 73.5 73.9 73.6 72.9 72.6 72.3 72.7 72.6 73.1 71.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 42.6 42.2 42.9 42.2 38.8 37.1 36.1 35.8 34.9 34.7 31.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 80.6 81.8 82.3 81.5 81.0 81.1 80.8 81.3 81.0 81.6 79.7
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 50.1 50.7 50.2 51.4 51.6 50.3 50.5 50.1 50.9 50.8 49.7
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 66.7 67.5 67.6 66.5 66.4 65.8 66.1 65.8 66.3 64.5
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 17.0 16.9 17.2 16.4 16.6 15.9 15.4 14.9 14.5 14.0 13.2
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 11.0 10.9 11.1 11.2 11.7 11.3 11.2 11.3 12.1 11.9 11.6
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 18.7 19.9 20.3 21.5 20.6 19.8 19.5 20.6 22.4 22.8 22.0
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 55.5 55.4 56.2 56.7 57.4 58.5 59.5 60.2 60.6 61.5 62.2
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 32.3 32.4 31.4 31.3 30.5 29.8 29.0 28.4 28.2 27.4 26.9
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 12.1 12.2 12.4 11.9 12.1 11.6 11.5 11.4 11.2 11.0 10.9
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 70.8 71.4 72.1 72.7 72.9 73.0 73.4 73.9 74.1 74.2 73.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 46.8 46.3 47.3 47.7 45.4 43.8 43.0 42.7 41.9 41.6 39.2
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 84.1 84.8 85.3 85.3 85.9 86.3 87.1 87.7 87.8 88.0 87.9
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 51.8 52.4 51.9 53.4 54.0 53.2 53.8 53.5 54.4 54.4 53.9
21. Total unemployment (000)  226  206  214  271  342  365  422  428  449  427  529
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 4.5 4.0 4.1 5.1 6.4 6.7 7.7 7.8 8.1 7.7 9.6
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 8.8 8.6 9.4 11.6 14.5 15.3 16.1 16.3 16.6 16.4 20.0
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.8 1.7 1.5 1.8 2.2 3.0 3.7 3.9 3.8 3.7 4.3
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 4.3 4.1 4.4 5.5 6.6 6.7 6.9 6.9 6.9 6.8 7.9
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 4 893 4 922 4 961 5 001 5 042 5 083 5 115 5 125 5 133 5 141 5 149
2. Population aged 15-64 3 365 3 388 3 414 3 440 3 467 3 498 3 516 3 518 3 527 3 536 3 535
3. Total employment (000) 2 718 2 770 2 815 2 824 2 789 2 781 2 753 2 772 2 765 2 769 2 667
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2 550 2 593 2 627 2 632 2 599 2 595 2 581 2 601 2 605 2 617 2 514
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 75.8 76.5 77.0 76.5 75.0 74.2 73.4 73.9 73.8 74.0 71.1
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 81.8 82.3 82.5 81.8 80.2 79.3 78.7 79.2 79.1 79.4 76.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 47.4 48.1 48.7 47.8 43.1 41.5 40.5 39.8 39.1 38.5 33.2
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 89.6 89.9 90.1 89.2 87.8 87.4 86.7 87.4 87.2 87.6 84.5
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 61.4 62.1 61.6 61.9 62.1 59.1 58.1 58.2 58.6 58.5 57.5
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 76.5 77.5 77.2 75.5 74.4 73.4 73.8 73.5 74.0 70.8
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 17.6 17.7 18.0 17.3 17.5 17.0 16.2 15.6 15.4 14.8 14.5
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 6.4 6.4 6.7 7.0 7.3 7.1 7.0 7.4 8.0 7.4 7.5
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 17.2 18.3 18.4 19.9 19.0 18.7 18.7 19.5 21.8 21.7 20.9
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 47.8 47.0 48.0 47.7 48.2 49.3 50.4 51.2 51.0 53.9 54.4
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 41.3 42.0 40.8 41.3 40.3 39.6 38.9 38.0 38.2 36.0 35.4
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 10.9 11.0 11.2 11.0 11.5 11.1 10.6 10.9 10.8 10.1 10.2
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 79.1 79.2 79.6 80.0 79.6 79.1 79.0 79.5 79.4 79.5 78.5
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 51.2 51.5 52.5 53.0 49.2 47.9 46.9 46.6 45.3 44.4 40.8
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 92.9 92.5 92.6 92.5 92.3 92.2 92.4 92.9 92.8 93.2 92.4
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 63.9 64.4 63.6 64.3 65.2 62.8 62.4 62.7 63.0 63.0 62.7
21. Total unemployment (000)  109  89  92  121  161  173  198  195  197  194  261
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 3.9 3.2 3.2 4.2 5.6 5.9 6.8 6.6 6.7 6.6 9.0
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 7.2 6.2 7.2 9.8 12.4 13.5 13.6 14.5 13.5 13.3 18.7
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.5 1.4 1.2 1.4 1.8 2.6 3.2 3.4 3.2 3.2 3.7
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 3.8 3.4 3.8 5.2 6.1 6.5 6.4 6.8 6.1 5.9 7.6
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 5 263 5 289 5 323 5 357 5 393 5 421 5 448 5 461 5 471 5 481 5 489
2. Population aged 15-64 3 506 3 521 3 536 3 553 3 572 3 586 3 599 3 598 3 608 3 609 3 607
3. Total employment (000) 2 209 2 260 2 306 2 327 2 332 2 336 2 347 2 354 2 359 2 377 2 348
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2 084 2 131 2 168 2 180 2 193 2 211 2 219 2 229 2 232 2 255 2 222
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 59.4 60.5 61.3 61.4 61.4 61.7 61.7 62.0 61.9 62.5 61.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 63.9 65.1 65.8 65.7 65.9 66.1 66.0 66.3 66.3 67.0 66.1
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 37.7 36.2 37.0 36.5 34.4 32.5 31.4 31.6 30.6 30.8 29.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 72.0 73.9 74.7 74.0 74.3 74.9 74.9 75.3 74.9 75.8 74.9
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 40.3 40.6 40.3 42.2 42.4 42.5 43.7 42.8 44.0 43.9 42.7
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 57.3 57.9 58.4 57.9 58.6 58.4 58.7 58.4 58.9 58.3
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 16.2 15.9 16.2 15.4 15.5 14.6 14.4 14.0 13.4 13.0 11.8
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 16.7 16.4 16.4 16.4 16.9 16.3 16.2 15.8 16.9 17.2 16.4
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 20.5 21.9 22.5 23.4 22.3 21.1 20.4 21.7 23.0 24.1 23.2
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 65.1 65.5 66.1 67.4 68.2 69.4 70.1 70.7 71.7 71.2 71.9
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 21.3 20.9 20.1 19.5 18.9 18.3 17.3 17.2 16.6 16.5 16.3
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 13.6 13.6 13.7 13.0 12.9 12.3 12.5 12.1 11.7 12.3 11.8
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 62.9 63.9 64.8 65.6 66.5 67.0 67.9 68.4 68.8 68.9 69.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 42.5 41.0 42.1 42.4 41.5 39.5 38.9 38.7 38.4 38.6 37.5
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 75.7 77.4 78.2 78.4 79.7 80.6 81.8 82.7 82.8 82.9 83.4
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 41.2 41.8 41.5 43.8 44.0 44.8 46.1 45.1 46.7 46.6 45.9
21. Total unemployment (000)  117  116  122  149  181  192  224  233  252  233  267
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 5.1 5.0 5.1 6.1 7.3 7.7 8.8 9.1 9.7 9.0 10.3
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 10.8 11.6 12.1 13.9 17.0 17.6 19.1 18.4 20.3 20.2 21.6
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.2 2.7 3.5 4.3 4.5 4.5 4.2 4.9
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 4.8 4.8 5.1 5.9 7.0 6.9 7.4 7.1 7.8 7.8 8.1EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Labour market indicators: Romania
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 22 346 22 334 22 326 22 309 21 686 21 638 21 609 21 575 21 551 21 517 21 484
2. Population aged 15-64 15 189 15 231 15 277 15 327 14 933 14 964 15 021 15 035 15 046 15 042 15 028
3. Total employment (000) 10 855 10 772 10 657 9 574 9 569 9 410 9 267 9 331 9 365 9 343 9 175
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 9 598 9 590 9 529 8 833 8 602 8 635 8 651 8 838 8 843 8 882 8 805
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 63.2 63.0 62.4 57.6 57.6 57.7 57.6 58.8 58.8 59.0 58.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 69.4 69.1 68.3 63.3 63.7 63.5 63.6 64.8 64.4 64.4 63.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 33.5 33.1 32.6 28.7 26.4 27.9 24.9 24.0 24.4 24.8 24.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 78.1 77.5 76.6 72.7 73.1 72.9 73.3 74.7 74.6 74.4 73.7
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 49.6 49.5 48.2 37.3 38.1 36.9 39.4 41.7 41.4 43.1 42.6
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : 62.9 58.4 58.5 58.3 56.7 57.7 57.8 57.9 57.4
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 45.0 45.4 45.7 35.9 38.3 31.9 33.5 31.3 31.3 30.7 28.8
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 15.9 16.5 16.6 11.8 11.5 10.6 10.2 9.7 9.7 9.9 9.8
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 3.0 2.8 3.0 1.0 2.0 2.5 2.4 1.8 1.6 1.3 1.0
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 28.7 29.2 29.6 34.6 33.5 36.3 36.9 38.7 38.8 39.5 40.9
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 26.0 24.5 24.8 30.0 28.8 30.4 29.8 30.7 30.9 30.6 31.3
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 45.3 46.3 45.7 35.4 37.6 33.3 33.3 30.6 30.3 29.8 27.8
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 68.4 68.4 67.3 63.4 62.2 63.0 62.3 63.6 63.0 62.9 63.1
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 42.1 41.4 40.0 37.4 32.9 35.8 31.2 30.6 30.5 30.4 30.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 83.2 83.0 81.6 78.6 78.0 78.3 78.2 79.9 79.0 78.3 78.5
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 50.1 50.0 48.7 37.9 38.8 37.9 40.4 42.8 42.4 44.2 43.9
21. Total unemployment (000)  790  821  750  884  692  800  705  728  641  576  681
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 7.1 7.3 6.8 8.6 7.0 8.1 7.2 7.3 6.4 5.8 6.9
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 20.4 20.0 18.6 23.2 19.6 21.9 20.2 21.4 20.1 18.6 20.8
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.1 3.8 3.4 4.6 4.3 4.8 4.0 4.2 3.2 2.4 2.2
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 8.6 8.3 7.5 8.7 6.5 7.8 6.3 6.6 6.1 5.7 6.4
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 10 866 10 864 10 863 10 855 10 549 10 527 10 521 10 506 10 504 10 484 10 465
2. Population aged 15-64 7 481 7 512 7 543 7 577 7 397 7 423 7 467 7 481 7 502 7 501 7 495
3. Total employment (000) 5 782 5 724 5 654 5 161 5 215 5 092 5 063 5 073 5 123 5 143 5 063
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 5 164 5 155 5 115 4 817 4 718 4 705 4 760 4 835 4 863 4 925 4 890
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 69.0 68.6 67.8 63.6 63.8 63.4 63.7 64.6 64.8 65.7 65.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 75.9 75.4 74.6 70.1 70.5 69.7 70.4 71.2 71.0 71.6 70.7
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 36.9 35.8 35.2 31.4 29.9 30.7 28.2 27.3 28.3 29.1 28.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 84.3 83.7 82.8 79.6 80.1 79.2 80.0 80.8 80.6 80.9 80.5
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 56.9 56.0 54.3 42.7 43.5 43.1 46.7 50.0 50.3 53.0 52.3
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 70.5 69.4 65.1 65.2 64.3 63.2 63.9 64.3 65.0 64.4
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 42.4 43.6 44.1 34.8 37.8 32.2 34.0 32.0 31.5 30.8 29.0
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 13.8 14.6 14.9 10.9 10.9 10.2 10.0 9.5 9.2 9.1 9.1
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 3.0 2.8 3.2 1.1 2.2 2.9 2.8 2.0 1.7 1.3 1.1
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 26.0 26.7 27.6 31.6 30.5 32.5 33.0 34.9 34.5 34.8 35.8
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 31.2 29.0 28.9 34.6 33.0 34.7 34.4 35.2 36.4 36.7 37.8
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 42.8 44.3 43.5 33.8 36.5 32.8 32.6 29.9 29.1 28.5 26.4
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 75.2 75.0 73.6 70.4 69.3 70.0 69.4 70.7 70.1 70.6 70.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 47.2 46.0 43.8 41.5 37.5 40.5 35.9 35.1 35.9 35.9 35.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 90.2 90.0 88.5 86.4 85.8 85.7 85.8 87.1 85.9 85.8 86.3
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 57.7 56.9 55.3 43.9 44.6 44.9 48.4 52.0 52.1 55.1 54.5
21. Total unemployment (000)  463  482  436  515  408  491  420  452  399  369  424
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 7.7 8.0 7.3 9.2 7.6 9.1 7.8 8.2 7.2 6.7 7.7
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 21.8 22.2 19.7 24.3 20.3 24.2 21.6 22.3 21.1 18.8 21.2
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.2 4.0 3.6 4.8 4.6 5.5 4.6 4.7 3.6 2.9 2.5
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 10.3 10.2 8.6 10.1 7.6 9.8 7.7 7.8 7.6 6.8 7.6
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 11 480 11 471 11 463 11 454 11 136 11 111 11 089 11 069 11 047 11 032 11 019
2. Population aged 15-64 7 708 7 719 7 733 7 750 7 536 7 541 7 554 7 554 7 545 7 541 7 533
3. Total employment (000) 5 073 5 047 5 003 4 413 4 354 4 319 4 205 4 257 4 242 4 200 4 112
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 4 435 4 435 4 414 4 016 3 884 3 930 3 891 4 003 3 980 3 958 3 915
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 57.5 57.5 57.1 51.8 51.5 52.1 51.5 53.0 52.8 52.5 52.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 63.2 63.0 62.3 56.8 57.0 57.4 56.9 58.5 57.9 57.3 56.3
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 30.2 30.5 30.0 26.1 22.9 25.1 21.6 20.6 20.2 20.2 20.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 72.0 71.2 70.6 65.9 66.0 66.6 66.5 68.6 68.5 67.8 66.9
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 43.3 43.8 42.9 32.6 33.3 31.4 33.1 34.5 33.6 34.4 34.1
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : 56.5 51.9 51.8 52.4 50.2 51.6 51.3 50.8 50.4
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 47.9 47.4 47.5 37.2 39.0 31.5 33.0 30.4 31.0 30.5 28.5
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 18.2 18.6 18.4 13.0 12.2 11.2 10.5 9.8 10.4 10.8 10.6
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 3.1 2.8 2.8 0.8 1.7 2.0 1.9 1.6 1.5 1.2 1.0
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 31.7 32.1 31.8 38.1 37.1 40.9 41.6 43.2 44.0 45.3 47.3
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 20.2 19.4 20.1 24.6 23.9 25.3 24.3 25.4 24.2 23.2 23.1
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 48.1 48.6 48.1 37.3 39.0 33.8 34.1 31.3 31.8 31.5 29.5
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 61.8 61.9 61.1 56.6 55.3 56.2 55.3 56.6 56.0 55.2 55.4
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 37.1 36.8 36.3 33.4 28.2 31.0 26.5 25.9 24.9 24.7 25.8
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 76.3 76.0 74.8 70.8 70.1 70.9 70.7 72.6 72.0 70.7 70.6
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 43.5 43.9 43.1 32.8 33.6 31.9 33.5 34.8 33.9 34.7 34.7
21. Total unemployment (000)  327  340  314  369  284  309  284  276  242  206  257
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 6.3 6.5 6.1 7.9 6.4 6.9 6.4 6.1 5.4 4.7 5.8
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 18.6 17.2 17.4 21.8 18.7 18.9 18.4 20.2 18.7 18.3 20.1
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.0 3.5 3.1 4.4 4.1 3.8 3.4 3.6 2.7 1.8 1.8
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 6.9 6.3 6.3 7.3 5.3 5.8 4.9 5.2 4.7 4.5 5.2
LFS indicators: 2002 break in series.Statistical annex
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Labour market indicators: Slovenia
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 1 983 1 989 1 992 1 995 1 996 1 997 1 999 2 006 2 015 2 033 2 037
2. Population aged 15-64 1 384 1 397 1 399 1 401 1 405 1 405 1 402 1 407 1 412 1 422 1 414
3. Total employment (000)  893  905  909  923  919  922  920  934  962  989  967
4. Population in employment aged 15-64  861  877  893  889  879  917  925  937  957  975  955
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 62.2 62.8 63.8 63.4 62.6 65.3 66.0 66.6 67.8 68.6 67.5
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 68.1 68.5 69.4 69.0 68.1 70.4 71.1 71.5 72.4 73.0 71.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 34.0 32.8 30.5 30.6 29.1 33.8 34.1 35.0 37.6 38.4 35.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 81.7 82.6 83.6 83.4 82.5 83.8 83.8 84.2 85.3 86.8 84.8
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 22.0 22.7 25.5 24.5 23.5 29.0 30.7 32.6 33.5 32.8 35.6
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 61.5 62.4 62.7 60.9 63.3 63.9 64.5 65.8 66.6 65.1
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 19.0 18.4 17.9 18.1 17.7 17.7 17.4 17.3 17.2 17.0 17.3
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 6.1 6.5 6.1 6.1 6.2 9.3 9.0 9.2 9.3 9.0 10.6
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 10.5 13.7 13.0 14.3 13.7 17.8 17.4 17.3 18.5 17.4 16.4
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 49.9 50.6 51.1 52.8 53.6 54.5 54.8 55.8 56.3 56.8 58.4
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 37.8 37.6 37.5 36.3 35.8 35.3 35.2 34.7 34.7 34.6 32.9
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 12.3 11.8 11.3 10.9 10.5 10.2 10.0 9.5 9.0 8.6 8.6
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 67.3 67.5 68.1 67.8 67.1 69.8 70.7 70.9 71.3 71.8 71.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 41.3 39.2 37.1 36.6 35.2 40.3 40.5 40.6 41.8 42.9 40.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 87.1 87.4 88.0 88.1 87.5 88.6 88.8 89.0 89.3 90.1 89.6
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 23.1 24.0 26.5 25.2 24.3 29.9 32.1 33.4 34.6 34.2 36.9
21. Total unemployment (000)  70  65  60  61  64  63  66  61  50  46  61
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 7.3 6.7 6.2 6.3 6.7 6.3 6.5 6.0 4.9 4.4 5.9
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 17.6 16.3 17.8 16.5 17.3 16.1 15.9 13.9 10.1 10.4 13.6
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.3 4.1 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.2 3.1 2.9 2.2 1.9 1.8
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 7.3 6.4 6.6 6.1 6.1 6.5 6.5 5.6 4.2 4.5 5.6
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000)  967  972  974  976  976  977  979  984  991 1 007 1 008
2. Population aged 15-64  701  707  709  710  712  712  713  716  721  732  727
3. Total employment (000)  483  489  495  502  502  502  500  509  527  539  523
4. Population in employment aged 15-64  466  475  487  484  479  499  502  510  525  532  516
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 66.5 67.2 68.6 68.2 67.4 70.0 70.4 71.1 72.7 72.7 71.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 73.0 73.2 74.6 74.1 73.2 75.4 75.8 76.3 77.5 77.4 75.6
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 35.8 35.7 34.1 34.4 33.7 38.8 38.1 39.2 43.2 43.0 39.1
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 85.2 85.7 87.0 86.7 85.7 86.4 86.4 87.1 88.1 88.6 86.4
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 31.1 32.3 35.9 35.4 33.2 40.9 43.1 44.5 45.3 44.7 46.4
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 66.1 67.9 67.7 66.1 68.3 69.0 69.9 71.6 71.6 69.5
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 21.7 21.1 20.7 21.1 20.9 20.1 19.8 19.9 19.5 19.9 20.4
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 5.2 5.3 5.0 4.9 5.2 7.9 7.2 7.2 7.7 7.1 8.4
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 9.9 12.7 12.1 12.6 12.6 16.7 15.7 15.5 16.5 15.3 15.1
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 40.9 42.4 42.6 44.2 44.3 44.9 45.1 45.7 46.2 46.7 49.2
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 47.0 46.1 46.0 44.8 44.9 44.9 45.0 44.6 45.1 44.8 42.3
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 12.1 11.5 11.4 11.0 10.8 10.3 9.9 9.7 8.7 8.6 8.5
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 71.8 71.9 72.8 72.5 72.0 74.5 75.1 74.9 75.8 75.8 75.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 43.2 41.7 40.5 40.4 39.9 45.1 44.5 44.4 47.6 47.7 45.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 90.6 90.6 91.1 91.2 90.6 91.0 91.1 91.0 91.3 91.6 91.3
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 33.0 34.6 37.5 36.7 34.5 42.5 45.4 45.8 46.7 46.4 48.2
21. Total unemployment (000)  37  34  30  31  33  32  33  27  22  23  33
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 7.2 6.5 5.7 5.9 6.3 5.9 6.1 4.9 4.0 4.0 5.9
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 16.8 14.6 15.7 15.0 15.6 13.9 14.5 11.6 9.4 9.9 13.8
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.5 4.1 3.5 3.5 3.4 3.1 2.9 2.5 1.8 1.6 1.7
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 7.4 6.1 6.4 6.1 6.2 6.2 6.5 5.2 4.5 4.7 6.2
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 1 016 1 017 1 018 1 019 1 020 1 020 1 021 1 022 1 024 1 026 1 030
2. Population aged 15-64  683  689  690  691  693  693  690  691  691  691  687
3. Total employment (000)  410  416  414  421  417  420  421  425  435  450  444
4. Population in employment aged 15-64  394  403  406  405  400  419  423  427  432  443  439
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 57.7 58.4 58.8 58.6 57.6 60.5 61.3 61.8 62.6 64.2 63.8
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 63.1 63.6 64.1 63.8 62.8 65.4 66.2 66.5 67.1 68.5 67.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 32.2 29.7 26.8 26.5 24.3 28.6 29.8 30.3 31.4 33.2 31.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 78.0 79.3 80.1 80.0 79.3 81.2 81.1 81.2 82.4 84.8 83.2
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 13.4 13.8 15.8 14.2 14.6 17.8 18.5 21.0 22.2 21.1 24.8
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 56.8 56.9 57.6 55.5 58.1 58.6 59.0 59.9 61.3 60.5
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 15.8 15.2 14.7 14.5 13.9 14.8 14.5 14.2 14.3 13.6 13.8
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 7.2 7.8 7.4 7.5 7.5 11.0 11.1 11.6 11.3 11.4 13.2
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 11.2 14.8 14.0 16.1 14.9 19.1 19.3 19.3 20.8 19.7 17.8
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 60.6 60.5 61.5 63.1 65.0 66.0 66.6 68.2 68.9 69.6 70.1
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 26.8 27.4 27.3 26.1 24.8 23.8 23.3 22.4 21.6 21.7 21.0
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 12.6 12.1 11.3 10.7 10.2 10.2 10.1 9.4 9.5 8.7 8.9
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 62.6 62.9 63.2 63.0 62.1 65.0 66.1 66.7 66.6 67.5 67.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 39.4 36.4 33.7 32.5 30.3 35.4 36.3 36.4 35.4 37.4 35.8
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 83.4 84.2 84.7 84.9 84.3 86.1 86.4 87.0 87.3 88.5 87.9
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 13.7 14.1 16.2 14.4 14.9 18.1 18.9 21.4 23.1 22.2 25.6
21. Total unemployment (000)  33  31  30  30  31  31  33  34  28  23  28
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 7.6 7.0 6.8 6.8 7.1 6.9 7.1 7.2 5.9 4.8 5.8
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 18.6 18.3 20.4 18.6 19.8 19.2 17.8 16.8 11.2 11.3 13.4
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.1 4.2 4.0 3.6 3.6 3.4 3.3 3.5 2.7 2.1 1.9
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 7.1 6.7 6.9 6.0 6.0 6.8 6.4 6.1 4.0 4.2 4.8EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
190
Labour market indicators: Slovakia
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 5 369 5 377 5 379 5 384 5 389 5 370 5 379 5 389 5 391 5 396 5 409
2. Population aged 15-64 3 657 3 693 3 723 3 728 3 733 3 792 3 824 3 862 3 873 3 892 3 917
3. Total employment (000) 2 065 2 025 2 037 2 038 2 061 2 056 2 084 2 132 2 177 2 237 2 185
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2 125 2 096 2 115 2 118 2 155 2 160 2 207 2 295 2 351 2 423 2 357
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 58.1 56.8 56.8 56.8 57.7 57.0 57.7 59.4 60.7 62.3 60.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 65.0 63.5 63.5 63.6 64.8 63.7 64.5 66.0 67.2 68.8 66.4
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 31.0 29.0 27.7 27.0 27.4 26.3 25.6 25.9 27.6 26.2 22.8
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 76.1 74.7 74.8 75.0 76.0 74.7 75.3 77.2 78.0 80.1 77.8
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 22.3 21.3 22.4 22.8 24.6 26.8 30.3 33.1 35.6 39.2 39.5
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 56.4 55.7 55.8 57.0 55.7 56.9 58.5 59.8 61.3 59.1
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 8.0 8.3 8.8 9.0 10.1 12.3 13.0 12.9 13.2 13.8 15.4
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 2.1 2.1 2.3 1.9 2.4 2.7 2.5 2.8 2.6 2.7 3.6
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 3.9 4.8 4.9 4.9 4.9 5.5 5.0 5.1 5.1 4.7 4.4
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 58.0 59.4 60.2 60.9 60.9 60.9 61.6 62.1 62.5 62.0 64.6
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 35.7 34.8 34.4 34.1 34.6 34.6 34.0 33.9 33.9 34.4 32.3
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 6.3 5.7 5.4 5.0 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.0 3.7 3.6 3.2
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 69.5 69.9 70.4 69.9 70.0 69.7 68.9 68.6 68.3 68.8 68.4
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 46.8 46.0 45.5 43.4 41.1 39.3 36.6 35.3 34.6 32.4 31.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 87.6 88.4 88.9 88.6 89.5 88.9 88.0 87.6 86.9 87.8 87.2
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 24.6 24.3 25.5 26.9 28.5 31.7 35.0 36.7 38.8 41.9 42.8
21. Total unemployment (000)  417  485  507  487  460  483  430  355  296  256  324
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 16.4 18.8 19.3 18.7 17.6 18.2 16.3 13.4 11.1 9.5 12.0
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 33.8 36.9 39.2 37.7 33.4 33.1 30.1 26.6 20.3 19.0 27.3
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 7.8 10.3 11.3 12.2 11.4 11.8 11.7 10.2 8.3 6.6 6.5
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 15.8 17.0 17.8 16.3 13.7 13.0 11.0 9.4 7.0 6.2 8.6
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 2 600 2 604 2 602 2 608 2 613 2 601 2 609 2 616 2 617 2 621 2 628
2. Population aged 15-64 1 802 1 822 1 836 1 842 1 847 1 878 1 899 1 922 1 928 1 940 1 954
3. Total employment (000) 1 127 1 096 1 098 1 107 1 119 1 130 1 159 1 196 1 221 1 254 1 224
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1 159 1 133 1 139 1 149 1 170 1 186 1 227 1 288 1 319 1 357 1 320
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 64.3 62.2 62.0 62.4 63.3 63.2 64.6 67.0 68.4 70.0 67.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 72.4 70.0 69.7 70.2 71.4 70.9 72.5 74.6 76.0 77.4 74.6
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 32.9 29.8 28.9 28.7 29.3 28.0 28.1 29.2 30.9 30.8 26.8
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 81.7 79.6 79.0 79.5 80.5 80.0 81.4 84.1 85.0 86.4 84.2
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 36.8 35.4 37.7 39.1 41.0 43.8 47.8 49.8 52.5 56.7 54.9
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 62.7 61.5 61.7 63.2 62.5 64.3 66.6 68.2 69.5 66.7
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 10.8 11.3 11.9 12.5 13.5 16.4 17.6 17.2 17.6 18.4 19.9
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 1.2 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.1 1.4 2.7
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 4.1 5.1 5.1 5.2 5.3 6.0 5.1 5.0 4.9 4.6 4.6
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 46.2 47.8 48.5 49.6 49.4 49.4 50.2 50.7 50.1 49.9 52.8
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 45.5 44.4 44.1 43.8 44.5 44.2 43.8 43.8 44.7 45.2 42.9
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 8.3 7.8 7.4 6.6 6.1 6.3 6.1 5.5 5.1 4.9 4.3
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 76.9 76.8 77.4 76.7 76.7 76.5 76.5 76.4 75.9 76.4 76.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 50.9 49.4 49.8 47.5 44.9 42.9 40.7 39.7 38.9 37.8 37.1
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 93.7 93.9 94.0 93.4 94.1 93.8 93.8 94.0 93.1 93.4 93.6
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 41.1 41.0 43.1 46.3 48.1 51.9 55.1 55.2 57.0 59.9 58.7
21. Total unemployment (000)  227  265  282  264  247  251  225  181  145  124  170
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 16.3 18.9 19.8 18.6 17.4 17.4 15.5 12.3 9.9 8.4 11.4
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 35.3 39.7 42.1 39.5 34.8 34.7 31.0 26.4 20.4 18.5 27.8
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 7.4 10.3 11.3 11.9 11.3 11.3 11.2 9.4 7.5 5.8 5.8
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 18.0 19.6 21.0 18.7 15.6 14.9 12.6 10.5 7.9 7.0 10.3
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 2 770 2 774 2 776 2 776 2 777 2 768 2 770 2 773 2 774 2 775 2 781
2. Population aged 15-64 1 855 1 871 1 886 1 886 1 886 1 914 1 926 1 940 1 946 1 952 1 963
3. Total employment (000)  938  929  939  931  941  926  925  936  956  984  960
4. Population in employment aged 15-64  966  963  976  969  985  974  980 1 008 1 032 1 066 1 036
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 52.1 51.5 51.8 51.4 52.2 50.9 50.9 51.9 53.0 54.6 52.8
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 57.8 57.2 57.5 57.2 58.4 56.7 56.7 57.5 58.7 60.3 58.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 29.0 28.2 26.5 25.3 25.4 24.6 23.1 22.5 24.1 21.5 18.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 70.6 69.8 70.7 70.6 71.5 69.3 69.2 70.2 71.0 73.7 71.2
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 10.3 9.8 9.8 9.5 11.2 12.6 15.6 18.9 21.2 24.2 26.1
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 50.2 50.1 50.0 50.9 49.1 49.6 50.6 51.6 53.2 51.4
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 4.6 4.8 5.1 4.9 6.1 7.2 7.1 7.5 7.5 7.8 9.6
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 3.2 3.1 3.5 2.7 3.8 4.2 4.1 4.7 4.5 4.2 4.7
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 3.6 4.5 4.7 4.5 4.6 5.1 4.9 5.2 5.3 4.8 4.1
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 71.6 72.7 73.3 73.6 73.9 74.2 75.4 76.1 77.3 77.0 79.3
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 24.5 23.9 23.5 23.2 23.5 23.3 22.3 21.8 20.8 21.1 19.0
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 3.9 3.4 3.2 3.2 2.7 2.4 2.4 2.1 1.9 1.9 1.8
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 62.3 63.2 63.7 63.2 63.5 63.0 61.5 60.9 60.8 61.3 60.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 42.7 42.6 41.3 39.2 37.2 35.7 32.4 30.9 30.2 26.7 25.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 81.5 82.9 83.9 83.9 84.8 84.1 82.1 81.2 80.7 82.1 80.7
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 11.1 10.7 11.0 11.1 12.4 14.8 18.1 20.9 23.3 26.4 29.0
21. Total unemployment (000)  190  220  225  223  213  232  205  175  150  131  153
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 16.4 18.6 18.7 18.7 17.8 19.2 17.2 14.7 12.7 10.9 12.8
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 32.1 33.8 35.7 35.5 31.7 31.0 28.8 27.0 20.2 19.8 26.5
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 8.3 10.2 11.3 12.5 11.7 12.4 12.3 11.2 9.3 7.6 7.4
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 13.7 14.4 14.7 13.9 11.8 11.1 9.3 8.3 6.1 5.3 6.7Statistical annex
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Labour market indicators: Finland
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 4 353 4 920 5 166 5 180 5 193 5 205 5 225 5 242 5 266 5 289 5 317
2. Population aged 15-64 3 441 3 452 3 450 3 458 3 464 3 467 3 476 3 484 3 497 3 514 3 527
3. Total employment (000) 2 247 2 293 2 324 2 346 2 348 2 357 2 389 2 433 2 486 2 525 2 454
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2 282 2 319 2 350 2 354 2 345 2 345 2 378 2 416 2 459 2 497 2 423
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 66.4 67.2 68.1 68.1 67.7 67.6 68.4 69.3 70.3 71.1 68.7
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 70.8 71.6 72.6 72.6 72.2 72.2 73.0 73.9 74.8 75.8 73.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 40.0 41.1 41.8 40.7 39.7 39.4 40.5 42.1 44.6 44.7 39.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 80.4 80.9 81.5 81.6 81.1 81.0 81.7 82.4 83.4 84.3 82.4
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 39.0 41.6 45.7 47.8 49.6 50.9 52.7 54.5 55.0 56.5 55.5
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 64.9 65.7 65.8 65.2 64.8 64.6 65.5 66.4 67.2 64.7
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 12.4 12.2 11.8 11.5 11.4 11.4 11.3 11.5 11.5 11.5 12.1
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 12.1 12.3 12.2 12.8 13.0 13.5 13.7 14.0 14.1 13.3 14.0
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 16.8 16.3 16.4 16.0 16.3 16.1 16.5 16.4 15.9 15.0 14.6
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 65.9 66.2 66.8 67.7 68.3 68.8 68.9 69.0 69.0 69.5 70.9
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 27.9 27.9 27.5 26.9 26.4 25.9 25.9 25.9 26.0 25.7 24.1
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 6.2 6.0 5.7 5.4 5.3 5.2 5.2 5.0 4.9 4.8 4.9
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 73.9 74.5 75.0 74.9 74.5 74.2 74.7 75.2 75.6 76.0 75.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 50.9 52.3 52.1 51.5 50.7 49.7 50.7 51.8 53.4 53.5 50.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 87.7 87.9 88.0 88.0 87.5 87.4 87.7 87.8 88.0 88.6 88.2
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 43.2 45.9 50.3 52.1 53.7 54.9 56.6 58.5 58.8 59.7 59.1
21. Total unemployment (000)  261  253  238  237  235  229  220  204  183  172  221
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 10.2 9.8 9.1 9.1 9.0 8.8 8.4 7.7 6.9 6.4 8.2
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 21.4 21.4 19.8 21.0 21.8 20.7 20.1 18.7 16.5 16.5 21.5
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.0 2.8 2.5 2.3 2.3 2.1 2.2 1.9 1.6 1.2 1.4
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 10.9 11.2 10.3 10.8 11.0 10.3 10.2 9.7 8.8 8.8 10.9
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 2 111 2 386 2 512 2 521 2 529 2 536 2 547 2 555 2 569 2 581 2 598
2. Population aged 15-64 1 729 1 734 1 733 1 738 1 741 1 742 1 747 1 750 1 758 1 766 1 774
3. Total employment (000) 1 180 1 206 1 218 1 215 1 218 1 225 1 237 1 261 1 287 1 312 1 253
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1 196 1 216 1 227 1 216 1 213 1 214 1 228 1 249 1 268 1 291 1 233
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 69.2 70.1 70.8 70.0 69.7 69.7 70.3 71.4 72.1 73.1 69.5
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 73.9 74.9 75.7 74.8 74.4 74.5 75.1 76.3 77.2 78.4 74.7
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 41.7 42.2 42.9 41.1 40.1 39.4 40.4 42.6 44.5 44.3 37.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 83.5 84.3 84.7 83.8 83.3 83.8 84.4 85.2 86.0 87.3 84.3
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 40.1 42.9 46.6 48.5 51.0 51.4 52.8 54.8 55.1 57.1 54.6
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 69.3 69.8 69.3 68.4 68.3 67.9 69.1 69.9 70.8 67.1
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 15.9 15.8 15.1 14.8 14.7 14.8 14.8 15.2 15.1 15.1 16.0
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 7.7 8.0 7.9 8.3 8.7 9.0 9.2 9.3 9.3 8.9 9.2
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 13.8 12.9 12.9 12.5 12.6 12.6 12.9 12.6 12.4 11.2 10.6
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 51.7 51.7 52.6 53.3 53.7 54.5 54.4 54.2 53.7 55.5 57.2
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 40.2 40.4 39.9 39.7 39.3 38.4 38.6 38.9 39.4 38.2 36.3
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 8.1 7.9 7.4 7.0 7.0 7.1 7.0 6.9 6.9 6.4 6.5
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 76.7 77.2 77.6 77.0 76.8 76.4 76.6 77.1 77.2 77.9 76.4
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 52.8 53.6 53.3 52.1 51.4 50.5 50.9 52.6 53.3 53.4 49.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 90.6 90.8 90.9 90.5 90.1 90.1 90.3 90.3 90.4 91.2 90.6
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 44.7 47.3 51.3 53.0 55.3 55.6 56.9 58.9 59.1 60.6 58.7
21. Total unemployment (000)  130  122  117  123  124  118  111  101  90  85  122
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 9.8 9.1 8.6 9.1 9.2 8.7 8.2 7.4 6.5 6.1 8.9
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 20.8 21.1 19.6 21.2 21.9 22.0 20.6 19.0 16.4 17.1 24.1
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 3.2 2.8 2.7 2.5 2.6 2.3 2.4 2.1 1.7 1.3 1.6
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 11.0 11.3 10.4 11.0 11.3 11.1 10.5 10.0 8.8 9.2 12.0
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 2 241 2 534 2 654 2 659 2 664 2 669 2 678 2 687 2 697 2 708 2 719
2. Population aged 15-64 1 712 1 718 1 717 1 720 1 723 1 725 1 728 1 734 1 739 1 748 1 753
3. Total employment (000) 1 067 1 088 1 107 1 131 1 129 1 132 1 152 1 173 1 200 1 214 1 201
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1 086 1 103 1 123 1 138 1 132 1 131 1 150 1 167 1 191 1 206 1 191
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 63.4 64.2 65.4 66.2 65.7 65.6 66.5 67.3 68.5 69.0 67.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 67.6 68.2 69.5 70.4 70.0 69.7 70.8 71.5 72.5 73.1 72.4
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 38.3 40.0 40.7 40.3 39.2 39.4 40.6 41.6 44.7 45.1 41.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 77.1 77.3 78.1 79.2 78.9 78.2 79.0 79.6 80.6 81.2 80.5
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 38.0 40.4 45.0 47.2 48.3 50.4 52.7 54.3 55.0 55.8 56.3
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 60.5 61.8 62.4 62.0 61.3 61.3 61.9 62.9 63.8 62.5
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 8.5 8.2 8.0 7.9 7.8 7.7 7.6 7.6 7.5 7.7 8.0
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 16.9 17.0 16.8 17.5 17.7 18.4 18.6 19.2 19.3 18.2 19.0
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 19.8 19.8 19.9 19.5 20.0 19.5 20.0 20.0 19.4 18.7 18.3
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 81.6 82.2 82.4 83.1 84.0 84.4 84.6 85.1 85.6 85.9 86.4
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 14.2 13.9 13.8 13.2 12.5 12.4 12.3 11.9 11.5 11.1 10.5
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 4.1 3.8 3.7 3.6 3.5 3.2 3.1 3.0 2.8 3.0 3.2
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 71.1 71.9 72.4 72.8 72.2 72.0 72.8 73.3 73.8 73.9 73.5
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 49.1 51.0 50.9 50.9 50.0 48.9 50.4 51.0 53.6 53.5 51.2
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 84.8 84.9 85.0 85.5 84.8 84.5 85.1 85.3 85.6 85.9 85.7
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 41.8 44.5 49.4 51.2 52.2 54.3 56.4 58.2 58.4 58.8 59.5
21. Total unemployment (000)  131  131  121  114  111  111  109  104  93  87  99
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 10.7 10.6 9.7 9.1 8.9 8.9 8.6 8.1 7.2 6.7 7.6
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 22.1 21.6 20.0 20.9 21.6 19.4 19.5 18.4 16.6 15.8 19.0
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 2.8 2.7 2.3 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.8 1.4 1.1 1.1
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 10.9 11.1 10.2 10.6 10.8 9.5 9.8 9.4 8.9 8.4 9.7EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Labour market indicators: Sweden
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 8 834 8 857 8 889 8 930 8 969 9 006 9 039 9 084 9 147 9 203 9 297
2. Population aged 15-64 5 686 5 708 5 739 5 776 5 821 5 855 5 896 5 951 6 002 6 046 6 080
3. Total employment (000) 4 198 4 301 4 391 4 393 4 368 4 337 4 349 4 423 4 533 4 574 4 482
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 4 078 4 168 4 249 4 252 4 242 4 220 4 272 4 352 4 453 4 494 4 391
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 71.7 73.0 74.0 73.6 72.9 72.1 72.5 73.1 74.2 74.3 72.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 76.5 77.7 78.7 78.5 77.9 77.4 78.1 78.8 80.1 80.4 78.3
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 39.9 42.2 44.2 42.8 41.2 39.2 38.7 40.3 42.2 42.2 38.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 82.7 83.9 84.6 84.1 83.5 82.9 83.9 84.7 86.1 86.5 84.5
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 63.9 64.9 66.7 68.0 68.6 69.1 69.4 69.6 70.0 70.1 70.0
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 65.1 68.4 68.1 67.6 66.2 65.9 66.6 67.6 67.8 65.7
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 6.7 6.5 6.1 5.9 5.5 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.3 5.4
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 19.7 19.5 21.1 21.5 22.9 23.6 24.7 25.1 25.0 26.6 27.0
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 16.5 15.8 15.3 15.2 15.1 15.5 16.0 17.3 17.5 16.1 15.3
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 72.3 72.7 72.9 73.4 74.0 74.6 74.8 75.1 74.9 75.0 76.1
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 24.7 24.3 24.4 24.0 23.6 23.0 22.9 22.8 23.0 23.0 21.8
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 3.0 3.0 2.7 2.6 2.5 2.4 2.3 2.2 2.1 2.1 2.1
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 76.8 77.3 77.9 77.6 77.3 77.2 78.7 78.8 79.1 79.3 78.9
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 46.8 48.1 50.0 49.1 47.7 47.2 50.2 51.3 52.2 52.8 51.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 87.6 87.9 88.0 87.7 87.7 87.7 89.5 89.4 90.0 90.4 90.0
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 67.6 68.6 70.0 71.2 71.9 72.7 72.6 72.8 72.8 72.8 73.9
21. Total unemployment (000)  300  253  267  278  311  355  363  336  296  303  408
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 6.7 5.6 5.8 6.0 6.6 7.4 7.6 7.0 6.1 6.2 8.3
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 12.3 10.5 14.9 16.3 17.3 20.4 22.5 21.5 19.1 20.0 25.0
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.9 1.4 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.4 : 1.1 0.8 0.8 1.1
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 6.9 5.9 5.9 6.3 6.5 8.0 11.5 11.0 10.1 10.7 12.8
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 4 353 4 371 4 393 4 421 4 443 4 463 4 479 4 504 4 540 4 567 4 628
2. Population aged 15-64 2 887 2 899 2 916 2 935 2 957 2 974 2 993 3 020 3 048 3 071 3 088
3. Total employment (000) 2 204 2 256 2 293 2 286 2 272 2 259 2 282 2 327 2 386 2 412 2 350
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 2 137 2 179 2 208 2 200 2 195 2 189 2 228 2 280 2 333 2 357 2 291
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 74.0 75.1 75.7 74.9 74.2 73.6 74.4 75.5 76.5 76.7 74.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 78.9 80.1 80.9 80.3 79.8 79.4 80.7 81.7 83.1 83.5 80.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 43.0 44.2 43.7 41.8 40.4 38.6 37.7 40.2 42.0 42.2 37.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 84.4 85.8 86.6 85.9 85.3 85.0 86.6 87.8 89.1 89.4 86.9
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 67.3 67.8 69.4 70.4 70.8 71.2 72.0 72.3 72.9 73.4 73.2
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 70.0 73.6 72.9 72.3 70.9 71.3 72.3 73.4 73.5 70.9
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 9.4 9.2 8.6 8.4 7.9 8.2 8.0 8.1 8.0 7.4 7.5
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 8.0 8.2 10.8 11.1 11.2 12.0 11.5 11.8 11.8 13.3 14.2
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 14.2 13.8 12.9 12.8 12.8 13.5 14.2 15.4 15.0 13.4 13.0
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 58.6 59.2 59.5 59.9 60.4 61.2 61.8 62.1 61.9 63.5 65.0
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 36.9 36.2 36.4 36.1 35.8 35.1 34.8 34.6 34.9 33.5 32.1
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 4.5 4.5 4.1 3.9 3.8 3.7 3.4 3.3 3.2 3.0 3.0
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 79.4 79.8 79.9 79.4 79.2 79.1 80.9 81.2 81.4 81.7 81.4
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 49.9 50.2 50.0 48.5 47.3 47.1 49.1 50.8 51.8 52.6 51.1
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 89.7 90.2 90.4 89.8 89.9 90.0 92.4 92.5 92.9 93.1 92.8
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 71.5 72.1 73.1 74.2 74.9 75.6 76.2 76.0 76.2 76.5 77.8
21. Total unemployment (000)  155  139  147  155  173  193  192  172  149  151  222
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 6.6 5.9 6.0 6.3 6.9 7.6 7.7 6.9 5.8 5.9 8.6
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 12.2 11.0 15.9 17.2 18.2 21.3 22.6 21.0 18.6 19.6 26.3
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 2.2 1.7 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.6 : 1.2 0.9 0.8 1.2
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 7.0 6.0 6.3 6.7 6.9 8.4 11.4 10.7 9.7 10.4 13.4
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 4 480 4 486 4 496 4 510 4 527 4 543 4 559 4 580 4 607 4 637 4 668
2. Population aged 15-64 2 797 2 809 2 823 2 841 2 864 2 881 2 903 2 931 2 954 2 975 2 992
3. Total employment (000) 1 994 2 045 2 098 2 107 2 096 2 078 2 067 2 096 2 147 2 162 2 132
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 1 942 1 990 2 041 2 053 2 047 2 031 2 044 2 072 2 121 2 137 2 101
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 69.4 70.9 72.3 72.2 71.5 70.5 70.4 70.7 71.8 71.8 70.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 74.1 75.3 76.4 76.6 76.0 75.3 75.5 75.8 77.1 77.2 75.7
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 36.9 40.1 44.7 43.8 42.1 39.7 39.8 40.4 42.3 42.1 38.9
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 80.9 81.9 82.5 82.4 81.7 80.9 81.1 81.5 83.0 83.5 81.9
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 60.7 62.1 64.0 65.6 66.3 67.0 66.7 66.9 67.0 66.7 66.7
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 60.2 63.3 63.4 63.0 61.6 60.6 61.1 62.0 62.1 60.7
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 3.6 3.5 3.3 3.1 2.9 3.0 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.0 3.2
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 33.3 32.3 33.0 33.1 35.5 36.3 39.6 40.2 40.0 41.4 41.2
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 18.7 17.8 17.6 17.6 17.4 17.5 17.7 19.1 19.9 18.7 17.6
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 87.0 87.2 87.4 87.9 88.5 88.9 89.1 89.2 89.2 89.3 89.9
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 11.7 11.5 11.4 10.9 10.4 10.1 9.9 9.8 9.9 9.8 9.1
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.9 1.0
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 74.2 74.8 75.7 75.8 75.4 75.2 76.3 76.3 76.8 76.9 76.4
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 44.0 46.1 50.1 49.7 48.3 47.3 51.3 51.9 52.7 53.1 51.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 85.4 85.5 85.5 85.5 85.4 85.3 86.5 86.3 87.1 87.6 87.1
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 63.8 65.2 66.9 68.2 68.9 69.7 69.0 69.6 69.4 69.0 69.9
21. Total unemployment (000)  145  114  120  123  138  163  171  164  148  151  185
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 6.8 5.3 5.6 5.6 6.2 7.1 7.6 7.2 6.4 6.5 8.0
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 12.4 9.9 14.0 15.4 16.4 19.5 22.4 21.9 19.6 20.5 23.6
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.4 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.9 1.2 : 1.0 0.8 0.7 1.0
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 7.1 6.0 5.4 5.9 6.2 7.6 11.5 11.4 10.4 11.0 12.1
LFS indicators: 2005 break in series.Statistical annex
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Labour market indicators: United Kingdom
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 58 373 57 881 58 106 58 299 58 542 58 815 59 156 59 518 59 862 60 305 60 734
2. Population aged 15-64 38 226 37 793 38 052 38 289 38 534 38 821 39 153 39 540 39 845 40 094 40 318
3. Total employment (000) 29 216 29 604 29 916 30 092 30 399 30 696 31 082 31 298 31 515 31 531 30 942
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 27 139 26 911 27 186 27 332 27 553 27 835 28 090 28 307 28 478 28 671 28 184
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 71.0 71.2 71.4 71.4 71.5 71.7 71.7 71.6 71.5 71.5 69.9
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 73.8 74.0 74.4 74.5 74.7 75.0 75.2 75.2 75.2 75.2 73.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 56.6 56.6 56.6 56.2 55.4 55.6 54.4 53.8 52.9 52.4 48.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 79.9 80.2 80.4 80.4 80.6 80.9 81.2 81.2 81.3 81.4 80.2
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 49.6 50.7 52.2 53.4 55.4 56.2 56.8 57.3 57.4 58.0 57.5
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 61.4 61.8 61.7 61.6 61.8 62.4 62.2 62.2 62.2 60.6
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 12.5 12.1 12.1 12.2 12.9 12.9 12.8 13.1 13.2 13.2 13.7
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 24.6 25.1 25.0 25.3 25.6 25.7 25.2 25.3 25.2 25.3 26.1
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 7.0 7.0 6.8 6.4 6.1 6.0 5.8 5.8 5.9 5.4 5.7
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 76.3 77.1 77.8 78.6 79.3 79.8 80.3 80.6 80.7 80.7 81.6
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 22.0 21.3 20.7 20.0 19.3 18.7 18.2 17.9 17.8 17.7 16.8
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.6
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 75.7 75.5 75.3 75.3 75.3 75.3 75.4 75.7 75.5 75.8 75.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 65.3 64.8 64.2 63.8 63.2 63.2 62.3 62.5 61.7 61.7 59.7
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 84.0 83.9 83.6 83.8 83.8 83.8 84.1 84.5 84.5 84.9 85.1
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 52.1 52.9 54.1 55.3 57.2 57.8 58.4 59.1 59.3 59.9 60.3
21. Total unemployment (000) 1 696 1 554 1 451 1 503 1 465 1 399 1 444 1 642 1 623 1 753 2 363
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 5.9 5.4 5.0 5.1 5.0 4.7 4.8 5.4 5.3 5.6 7.6
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 12.7 12.2 11.7 12.0 12.2 12.1 12.8 14.0 14.3 15.0 19.1
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.7 1.4 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.9
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 8.7 8.2 7.6 7.7 7.8 7.6 8.0 8.7 8.8 9.2 11.4
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 28 800 28 234 28 375 28 499 28 645 28 801 28 995 29 199 29 381 29 624 29 862
2. Population aged 15-64 19 264 18 723 18 851 18 996 19 127 19 278 19 448 19 644 19 789 19 918 20 047
3. Total employment (000) 16 147 16 064 16 225 16 282 16 468 16 606 16 778 16 885 17 043 17 006 16 527
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 14 965 14 568 14 707 14 751 14 878 15 012 15 116 15 219 15 341 15 395 15 005
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 77.7 77.8 78.0 77.7 77.8 77.9 77.7 77.5 77.5 77.3 74.8
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 81.2 81.4 81.6 81.6 81.9 82.1 82.0 82.0 82.2 81.8 79.6
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 58.7 58.7 58.9 57.7 57.0 57.0 56.0 54.9 54.4 53.8 48.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 87.0 87.4 87.4 87.4 87.5 87.7 87.8 87.9 88.2 87.7 85.7
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 59.7 60.1 61.7 62.6 64.8 65.7 65.9 66.0 66.3 67.3 66.2
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 74.2 74.5 73.7 73.6 73.7 73.8 73.5 73.6 73.1 70.6
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 16.4 15.9 16.1 16.3 17.1 17.3 17.1 17.4 17.5 17.6 18.1
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 8.8 8.9 9.0 9.6 10.1 10.3 10.4 10.6 10.8 11.3 11.8
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 6.3 6.1 6.0 5.7 5.4 5.5 5.3 5.2 5.3 4.9 5.3
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 66.0 66.7 67.5 68.3 69.2 69.9 70.5 71.0 71.2 72.5 73.1
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 31.6 31.1 30.3 29.7 28.7 28.0 27.4 26.9 26.8 25.6 24.7
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 2.4 2.3 2.2 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.0 1.9 2.2
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 83.4 82.9 82.6 82.4 82.4 82.1 82.0 82.3 82.2 82.4 82.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 69.0 68.0 67.9 66.9 66.2 65.7 65.3 65.1 64.5 64.8 62.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 91.9 91.8 91.3 91.3 91.3 91.0 91.1 91.6 91.6 91.6 91.7
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 63.2 63.4 64.6 65.3 67.4 68.1 68.3 68.4 69.0 69.9 70.3
21. Total unemployment (000) 1 022  925  874  901  886  821  847  950  927 1 032 1 444
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 6.5 5.9 5.5 5.7 5.5 5.1 5.2 5.8 5.6 6.1 8.6
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 14.2 13.2 13.2 13.7 13.8 13.3 14.4 15.7 15.8 17.0 21.8
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 2.2 1.9 1.7 1.4 1.4 1.2 1.3 1.5 1.6 1.7 2.3
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 10.2 9.3 9.0 9.1 9.2 8.7 9.3 10.2 10.2 11.0 13.5
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) 29 573 29 647 29 731 29 800 29 897 30 014 30 161 30 318 30 480 30 681 30 872
2. Population aged 15-64 18 963 19 070 19 201 19 293 19 407 19 543 19 705 19 896 20 056 20 176 20 270
3. Total employment (000) 13 069 13 540 13 691 13 810 13 931 14 090 14 304 14 413 14 472 14 525 14 415
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 12 174 12 343 12 479 12 581 12 675 12 823 12 974 13 088 13 137 13 276 13 179
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) 64.2 64.7 65.0 65.2 65.3 65.6 65.8 65.8 65.5 65.8 65.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) 66.3 66.8 67.3 67.5 67.7 68.0 68.5 68.6 68.4 68.8 68.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) 54.4 54.6 54.3 54.6 53.7 54.1 52.7 52.6 51.4 51.0 48.2
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) 72.7 73.2 73.5 73.6 73.8 74.2 74.8 74.6 74.6 75.2 74.7
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) 39.9 41.7 43.0 44.5 46.3 47.0 48.0 49.0 48.9 49.0 49.2
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 49.7 50.2 50.7 50.7 50.8 51.8 51.8 51.7 52.2 51.3
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 7.6 7.7 7.3 7.4 7.9 7.6 7.7 8.1 8.2 8.1 8.6
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) 44.0 44.4 43.9 43.8 43.9 43.8 42.6 42.5 42.2 41.8 42.5
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) 7.8 7.9 7.6 7.2 6.9 6.6 6.3 6.5 6.4 6.0 6.1
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 88.8 89.2 89.8 90.6 91.0 91.4 91.6 91.7 91.8 91.1 92.2
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 10.3 9.9 9.4 8.7 8.3 7.9 7.6 7.5 7.4 7.9 7.0
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.8 1.1 0.8
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) 67.9 68.2 68.0 68.3 68.3 68.5 68.8 69.2 69.0 69.4 69.5
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) 61.5 61.7 60.4 60.7 60.0 60.5 59.2 59.7 58.7 58.4 57.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) 76.0 76.2 76.1 76.4 76.4 76.7 77.3 77.6 77.6 78.2 78.7
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) 41.2 42.9 44.0 45.6 47.2 47.9 48.9 50.1 50.0 50.2 50.6
21. Total unemployment (000)  674  629  577  602  578  577  597  692  696  721  919
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) 5.2 4.8 4.4 4.5 4.3 4.2 4.3 4.9 5.0 5.1 6.4
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) 11.1 11.0 10.1 10.2 10.5 10.7 11.1 12.0 12.5 12.7 16.0
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) 1.0 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 0.9 1.4
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) 7.1 7.1 6.2 6.2 6.3 6.4 6.5 7.2 7.4 7.4 9.2EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Labour market indicators: Iceland
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) ::::  1 9 7  1 9 9  2 0 2  2 1 0  2 1 7  2 2 3  2 2 3
2. Population aged 15-64 ::::  1 7 9  1 8 1  1 8 4  1 9 2  1 9 9  2 0 4  2 0 4
3. Total employment (000)  153  156  159  157  157  156  161  170  177  179  168
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 ::::  1 4 9  1 4 9  1 5 4  1 6 2  1 7 0  1 7 1  1 6 0
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 83.3 82.3 83.8 84.6 85.1 83.6 78.3
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) :::: 85.1 84.4 85.5 86.3 86.7 85.3 80.6
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) :::: 67.4 66.0 70.5 72.1 74.3 71.7 61.5
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) :::: 88.2 87.4 87.7 88.4 88.5 87.3 83.0
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) :::: 83.0 81.8 84.3 84.3 84.7 82.9 80.2
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 76.8 77.2 75.3 78.3 77.3 76.0 76.9 77.3 76.2 70.4
11. Self-employed (% total employment) :::::::::::
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) :::: 22.1 22.2 22.2 17.1 21.7 20.5 23.6
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) :::: 7 . 9 6 . 7 6 . 9 11.5 12.3 9.5 9.7
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) :::::::::::
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) :::::::::::
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) :::::::::::
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 86.2 84.9 86.0 87.1 87.1 86.2 84.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) :::: 73.5 71.9 76.1 78.6 79.9 78.1 73.1
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) :::: 90.4 89.0 89.1 90.0 89.7 89.1 88.4
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) :::: 84.8 84.1 85.5 85.6 85.4 84.3 83.3
21. Total unemployment (000) ::::  6 . 6  6 . 6  4 . 2  4 . 9  4 . 0  5 . 4  12.9
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) :::: 4 . 0 4 . 0 2 . 5 2 . 8 2 . 3 2 . 9 7 . 2
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) :::: 12.5 12.1 7.4 8.3 7.0 8.2 15.9
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) :::: 0 . 2 0 . 3 0 . 3 0 . 2 0 . 2 0 . 1 0 . 4
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) :::: 6 . 2 5 . 9 5 . 6 6 . 5 5 . 6 6 . 4 11.6
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) ::::  9 9  1 0 0  1 0 2  1 0 8  1 1 2  1 1 5  1 1 4
2. Population aged 15-64 ::::  9 1  9 1  9 3  9 9  1 0 4  1 0 6  1 0 5
3. Total employment (000) ::::  8 3  8 3  8 6  9 2  9 7  9 7  8 8
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 ::::  7 8  7 8  8 1  8 7  9 2  9 3  8 4
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 86.3 85.8 86.9 88.1 89.1 87.3 80.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) :::: 88.6 88.8 89.6 90.6 91.5 89.9 83.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) :::: 68.3 65.1 67.8 70.2 74.0 70.1 56.9
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) :::: 91.9 91.9 92.3 93.3 93.6 92.3 86.1
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) :::: 87.0 86.9 88.9 88.7 89.3 88.4 84.3
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 87.2 88.2 84.6 86.3 85.3 84.9 85.4 86.2 84.1 76.1
11. Self-employed (% total employment) :::::::::::
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) :::: 9 . 4 9 . 2 8 . 7 7 . 0 9 . 3 9 . 5 12.2
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) :::: 7 . 4 5 . 5 6 . 0 10.4 11.0 9.1 8.9
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) :::::::::::
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) :::::::::::
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) :::::::::::
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 89.6 88.5 89.3 90.5 91.2 90.3 87.7
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) :::: 75.5 71.8 74.3 77.1 80.2 77.0 70.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) :::: 94.1 93.5 93.8 94.8 94.6 94.3 92.8
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) :::: 89.6 89.5 89.7 89.7 90.1 90.6 88.6
21. Total unemployment (000) ::::  3 . 5  4 . 5  2 . 3  2 . 5  2 . 2  3 . 2  8 . 2
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) :::: 4 . 0 5 . 1 2 . 6 2 . 6 2 . 2 3 . 2 8 . 6
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) :::: 12.7 16.2 8.6 8.9 7.7 8.9 19.8
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) :::: 0 . 3 0 . 2 0 . 3 0 . 2 0 . 2 0 . 1 0 . 5
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) :::: 7 . 1 6 . 7 6 . 4 6 . 9 6 . 2 6 . 9 14.0
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) ::::  9 8  9 9  1 0 0  1 0 2  1 0 5  1 0 8  1 0 9
2. Population aged 15-64 ::::  8 9  9 0  9 0  9 2  9 5  9 8  9 9
3. Total employment (000) ::::  7 4  7 4  7 6  7 8  8 0  8 1  8 0
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 ::::  7 1  7 1  7 3  7 5  7 7  7 8  7 6
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 80.1 78.8 80.5 80.8 80.8 79.6 76.5
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) :::: 81.5 79.9 81.2 81.8 81.4 80.4 77.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) :::: 66.4 67.1 73.3 74.2 74.6 73.5 66.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) :::: 84.6 82.8 82.9 83.1 82.9 82.0 79.8
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) :::: 78.9 76.7 79.6 79.8 79.8 77.2 76.0
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : 68.5 67.9 67.7 71.4 70.3 68.2 69.1 69.1 68.7 65.2
11. Self-employed (% total employment) :::::::::::
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) :::: 36.2 36.8 37.5 30.1 36.7 33.7 36.4
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) :::: 8 . 3 7 . 9 7 . 8 12.7 13.6 9.9 10.5
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) :::::::::::
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) :::::::::::
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) :::::::::::
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) :::: 82.7 81.2 82.6 83.4 82.7 81.7 81.3
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) :::: 71.5 72.1 78.1 80.3 79.5 79.4 75.5
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) :::: 86.7 84.5 84.3 84.8 84.2 83.4 83.9
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) :::: 79.9 78.6 81.3 81.2 80.5 77.6 77.7
21. Total unemployment (000) ::::  3 . 1  2 . 1  1 . 9  2 . 4  1 . 8  2 . 1  4 . 7
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) :::: 4 . 0 2 . 8 2 . 5 3 . 1 2 . 3 2 . 6 5 . 7
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) :::: 12.2 : : 7.7 : 7.5 12.0
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) :::: 0 . 2 0 . 4 0 . 3 0 . 3 0 . 3 0 . 1 0 . 4
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) :::: 5 . 1 5 . 0 4 . 7 6 . 1 5 . 0 5 . 9 9 . 0
Indicator 1: Population aged 16-74.Statistical annex
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Labour market indicators: Croatia
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) : : : 4 206 4 218 4 215 4 217 4 218 4 219 4 225 4 225
2. Population aged 15-64 : : : 2 773 2 778 2 751 2 746 2 744 2 743 2 742 2 736
3. Total employment (000) 1 490 1 549 1 465 1 526 1 535 1 561 1 573 1 564 1 618 1 635 1 594
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : : : 1 482 1 482 1 505 1 512 1 526 1 568 1 584 1 549
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 53.4 53.4 54.7 55.0 55.6 57.1 57.8 56.6
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) : : : 58.4 58.3 59.6 60.0 60.6 62.3 62.9 61.7
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : : : 26.2 24.9 26.5 25.8 25.5 26.5 27.1 25.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : : : 70.2 70.1 70.9 71.8 72.2 74.1 75.0 73.6
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : : : 24.8 28.4 30.1 32.6 34.3 35.8 36.7 38.4
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 51.9 52.2 53.8 53.7 54.3 55.8 56.4 55.3
11. Self-employed (% total employment) 24.8 23.8 24.3 23.5 24.2 23.4 23.8 15.3 14.9 14.7 15.0
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : : 8.3 8.5 8.5 10.1 9.4 8.6 8.8 9.0
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : : : 10.9 11.3 12.2 12.4 12.9 12.6 12.1 11.6
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 52.8 56.6 54.3 55.0 53.4 53.7 :::::
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 30.7 28.9 30.1 29.7 29.8 29.9 :::::
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 16.5 14.5 15.6 15.3 16.9 16.5 :::::
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 62.9 62.4 63.7 63.3 62.8 63.4 63.2 62.4
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : : : 40.6 38.7 39.6 38.1 35.9 34.9 34.7 34.3
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : : : 80.3 79.8 80.7 80.6 80.1 80.9 80.9 79.9
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : : : 26.8 30.4 32.3 35.1 36.5 38.3 38.8 40.7
21. Total unemployment (000) : : :  263  252  247  227  199  171  149  169
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : : 14.8 14.2 13.7 12.7 11.2 9.6 8.4 9.1
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : : 35.4 35.8 33.2 32.3 28.9 24.0 21.9 25.0
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : : 9.0 8.4 7.4 7.4 6.7 5.9 5.3 5.1
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) : : : 14.4 13.9 13.1 12.3 10.4 8.4 7.6 8.6
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) : : : 1 999 2 000 2 012 2 006 2 008 1 995 2 000 1 995
2. Population aged 15-64 : : : 1 352 1 361 1 357 1 354 1 353 1 359 1 357 1 346
3. Total employment (000) ::::  8 5 0  8 6 5  8 6 7  8 5 6  8 9 9  9 0 5  8 6 3
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : : :  818  821  838  835  839  875  882  840
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 60.5 60.3 61.8 61.7 62.0 64.4 65.0 62.4
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) : : : 66.3 66.0 67.5 67.5 67.6 70.3 70.7 68.2
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) ::: 29.2 28.6 30.9 30.0 29.1 31.6 33.2 31.2
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : : : 77.6 77.2 77.7 77.9 78.1 80.6 80.9 78.0
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : : : 34.2 38.1 40.9 43.0 44.4 48.4 49.0 50.1
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 59.5 60.1 61.6 61.0 61.1 63.6 64.2 61.8
11. Self-employed (% total employment) :::: 25.2 24.2 24.2 16.3 15.6 15.4 15.8
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : : 6.6 6.3 6.3 7.3 7.5 6.4 6.7 6.9
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : : : 11.3 11.8 12.1 12.4 13.1 12.2 11.9 11.4
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) :::: 45.2 45.5 :::::
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) :::: 38.5 38.9 :::::
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) :::: 16.2 15.6 :::::
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 69.9 69.5 70.5 70.0 68.9 70.4 70.0 68.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : : : 44.8 43.4 43.8 43.0 39.9 39.9 40.7 40.5
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : : : 86.7 86.2 86.6 85.9 84.9 86.4 85.6 83.2
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : : : 37.4 41.1 44.0 47.2 47.7 52.2 52.3 53.2
21. Total unemployment (000) : : :  128  125  118  113  95  81  68  82
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : : 13.3 12.9 12.1 11.6 9.9 8.4 7.0 8.0
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : : 34.7 34.1 29.4 30.2 27.2 20.9 18.5 23.0
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : : 7.5 7.5 6.0 6.5 5.8 4.8 4.2 4.1
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) : : : 15.5 14.8 12.9 13.0 10.9 8.3 7.5 9.3
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) : : : 2 207 2 218 2 203 2 211 2 209 2 225 2 225 2 230
2. Population aged 15-64 : : : 1 421 1 417 1 394 1 392 1 391 1 385 1 385 1 390
3. Total employment (000) ::::  6 8 5  6 9 6  7 0 6  7 0 8  7 1 9  7 3 0  7 3 1
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 : : :  664  661  667  676  687  692  703  709
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 46.7 46.7 47.8 48.6 49.4 50.0 50.7 51.0
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) : : : 50.9 50.9 51.9 52.8 53.7 54.5 55.2 55.5
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) : : : 23.2 21.0 21.7 21.3 21.8 21.1 20.6 19.4
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) : : : 63.1 63.2 64.3 65.7 66.3 67.7 69.2 69.4
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) : : : 16.9 20.3 21.0 23.8 25.7 24.2 25.5 28.0
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 44.6 44.5 46.2 46.7 47.7 48.2 48.9 49.1
11. Self-employed (% total employment) :::: 23.0 22.5 23.2 14.2 13.9 13.8 14.0
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) : : : 10.5 11.2 11.2 13.4 11.7 11.3 11.5 11.6
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) : : : 10.4 10.7 12.4 12.3 12.6 13.2 12.3 11.9
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) :::: 63.4 63.9 : ::::
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) :::: 18.9 18.6 :::::
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) :::: 17.7 17.5 :::::
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) : : : 56.2 55.6 57.1 56.7 56.9 56.4 56.6 57.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) : : : 36.3 33.9 35.1 32.9 31.6 29.5 28.3 27.2
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) : : : 74.0 73.5 74.9 75.3 75.2 75.4 76.3 76.8
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) : : : 17.9 21.3 22.3 24.9 26.9 25.5 26.7 29.6
21. Total unemployment (000) : : :  135  127  129  113  104  89  81  87
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) : : : 16.6 15.8 15.7 13.9 12.8 11.2 10.1 10.3
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) : : : 36.2 38.2 38.2 35.1 31.1 28.5 27.2 28.5
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) : : : 10.8 9.6 9.0 8.4 7.8 7.3 6.5 6.3
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) : : : 13.2 12.9 13.4 11.6 9.8 8.4 7.7 7.8EMPLOYMENT IN EUROPE 2010
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Labour market indicators: Macedonia FYR
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) ::::::: 2  0 3 8 2  0 4 2 2  0 4 4 2  0 4 6
2. Population aged 15-64 ::::::: 1  4 2 1 1  4 3 3 1  4 3 5 1  4 3 9
3. Total employment (000) :::::::::::
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 :::::::  5 6 3  5 8 3  6 0 2  6 2 3
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::::: 39.6 40.7 41.9 43.3
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) ::::::: 43.9 45.0 46.3 47.9
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) ::::::: 14.4 15.2 15.7 15.7
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) ::::::: 51.6 52.8 53.9 55.3
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) ::::::: 27.9 28.8 31.7 34.6
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::::::::::
11. Self-employed (% total employment) :::::::::::
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) ::::::: 6 . 6 6 . 7 5 . 8 5 . 6
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) ::::::: 11.9 12.6 14.7 15.5
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) ::::::: 55.0 56.0 56.6 :
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) ::::::: 33.9 33.0 32.0 :
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) ::::::: 11.0 11.0 11.4 :
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::::: 62.2 62.8 63.5 64.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) ::::::: 35.8 35.9 35.9 35.0
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) ::::::: 77.3 77.9 78.1 78.5
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) ::::::: 39.0 40.0 44.3 46.9
21. Total unemployment (000) :::::::  3 2 1  3 1 7  3 1 0  2 9 9
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) ::::::: 36.1 35.0 33.8 32.2
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) ::::::: 59.7 57.7 56.4 55.1
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) :::::::::::
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) ::::::: 21.4 20.7 20.2 19.3
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) ::::::: 1  0 2 0 1  0 2 4 1  0 2 5 1  0 2 6
2. Population aged 15-64 :::::::  7 1 8  7 2 6  7 2 7  7 2 9
3. Total employment (000) :::::::::::
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 :::::::  3 4 7  3 5 4  3 6 9  3 8 5
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::::: 48.3 48.8 50.7 52.8
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) ::::::: 53.6 54.0 56.2 58.4
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) ::::::: 17.2 18.6 19.2 20.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) ::::::: 61.8 62.1 64.0 65.7
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) ::::::: 39.0 38.6 43.0 47.6
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::::::::::
11. Self-employed (% total employment) :::::::::::
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) ::::::: 6 . 0 6 . 5 4 . 7 4 . 7
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) ::::::: 13.2 14.1 16.2 17.4
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) :::::::::::
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) :::::::::::
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) :::::::::::
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::::: 75.0 74.8 76.6 77.6
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) ::::::: 42.0 43.8 43.3 43.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) ::::::: 91.1 90.4 91.8 92.7
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) ::::::: 56.9 56.4 62.9 66.0
21. Total unemployment (000) :::::::  1 9 2  1 8 9  1 8 8  1 8 1
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) ::::::: 35.3 34.6 33.5 31.8
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) ::::::: 58.9 57.4 55.7 52.7
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) :::::::::::
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) ::::::: 24.7 25.1 24.1 22.9
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) ::::::: 1  0 1 8 1  0 1 9 1  0 2 0 1  0 2 0
2. Population aged 15-64 :::::::  7 0 2  7 0 7  7 0 8  7 1 1
3. Total employment (000) :::::::::::
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 :::::::  2 1 6  2 2 9  2 3 3  2 3 8
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::::: 30.7 32.3 32.9 33.5
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) ::::::: 34.0 35.8 36.2 37.1
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) ::::::: 11.4 11.5 12.0 10.6
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) ::::::: 41.0 43.0 43.4 44.5
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) ::::::: 17.5 19.6 21.1 22.4
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::::::::::
11. Self-employed (% total employment) :::::::::::
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) ::::::: 7 . 6 7 . 2 7 . 6 7 . 0
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) ::::::: 10.1 10.5 12.4 12.6
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) :::::::::::
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) :::::::::::
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) :::::::::::
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::::: 49.2 50.4 50.2 50.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) ::::::: 29.3 27.5 28.1 26.2
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) ::::::: 63.0 65.0 63.9 63.9
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) ::::::: 22.3 24.6 26.9 29.0
21. Total unemployment (000) :::::::  1 2 9  1 2 8  1 2 2  1 1 8
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) ::::::: 37.2 35.6 34.2 32.8
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) ::::::: 60.9 58.2 57.4 59.4
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) :::::::::::
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) ::::::: 17.8 16.0 16.1 15.6Statistical annex
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Labour market indicators: Turkey
All 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) ::::::: 6 8  0 6 3 6 8  8 9 7 6 9  7 2 1 7 0  5 3 7
2. Population aged 15-64 ::::::: 4 4  5 8 4 4 5  3 0 3 4 5  9 8 8 4 6  7 7 1
3. Total employment (000) 22 051 21 970 21 744 21 357 21 150 21 794 22 103 22 394 22 645 23 143 23 236
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 ::::::: 1 9  8 8 5 2 0  2 1 9 2 0  6 3 3 2 0  6 9 8
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::::: 44.6 44.6 44.9 44.3
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) ::::::: 48.2 48.2 48.4 47.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) ::::::: 30.3 30.2 30.3 28.9
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) ::::::: 53.2 53.2 53.4 52.8
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) ::::::: 27.7 27.2 27.5 28.2
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::::::::::
11. Self-employed (% total employment) :::::::::::
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) ::::::: 7 . 6 8 . 4 9 . 3 11.3
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) ::::::: 12.5 11.9 11.2 10.7
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) 33.7 ::::::::::
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) 20.5 ::::::::::
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) 45.8 ::::::::::
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::::: 49.0 49.1 49.8 50.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) ::::::: 36.3 36.5 37.1 37.4
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) ::::::: 57.4 57.5 58.2 59.4
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) ::::::: 28.7 28.1 28.7 29.9
21. Total unemployment (000) :::::: 2  0 3 0 1  9 5 3 2  0 1 3 2  2 7 5 3  0 4 7
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) :::::: 9 . 2 8 . 7 8 . 8 9 . 7 12.5
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) :::::: 17.4 16.4 17.2 18.4 22.7
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) ::::::: 2 . 7 2 . 3 2 . 3 2 . 8
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) ::::::: 6 . 0 6 . 3 6 . 9 8 . 5
Male 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) ::::::: 3 3  7 5 4 3 4  1 7 6 3 4  5 8 7 3 4  9 9 8
2. Population aged 15-64 ::::::: 2 2  0 8 8 2 2  4 6 4 2 2  8 2 1 2 3  2 2 6
3. Total employment (000) :::::::: 1 6  7 9 8 1 7  0 3 1 1 6  8 2 5
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 ::::::: 1 4  7 7 2 1 5  0 1 2 1 5  1 9 2 1 4  9 9 2
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::::: 66.9 66.8 66.6 64.5
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) ::::::: 73.2 73.0 72.7 70.4
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) ::::::: 41.9 41.6 41.3 39.0
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) ::::::: 80.7 80.7 80.2 77.9
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) ::::::: 41.6 40.6 41.0 41.1
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::::::::::
11. Self-employed (% total employment) :::::::::::
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) ::::::: 4 . 3 4 . 7 5 . 3 6 . 5
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) ::::::: 12.6 12.0 11.1 10.5
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) :::::::::::
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) :::::::::::
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) :::::::::::
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::::: 73.3 73.4 73.8 74.0
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) ::::::: 49.8 50.2 50.5 50.6
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) ::::::: 87.2 87.2 87.5 87.6
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) ::::::: 43.7 42.5 43.4 44.3
21. Total unemployment (000) :::::: 1  5 0 4 1  4 2 8 1  4 7 4 1  6 5 3 2  2 0 0
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) :::::: 9 . 1 8 . 6 8 . 7 9 . 6 12.5
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) :::::: 17.2 15.9 17.0 18.2 22.8
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) ::::::: 2 . 3 2 . 0 2 . 0 2 . 5
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) ::::::: 7 . 9 8 . 6 9 . 2 11.6
Female 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
1. Total population (000) ::::::: 3 4  3 0 9 3 4  7 2 1 3 5  1 3 3 3 5  5 4 0
2. Population aged 15-64 ::::::: 2 2  4 9 6 2 2  8 3 9 2 3  1 6 7 2 3  5 4 5
3. Total employment (000) :::::::: 5  8 4 7 6  1 1 2 6  4 1 0
4. Population in employment aged 15-64 ::::::: 5  1 1 2 5  2 0 7 5  4 4 2 5  7 0 6
5. Employment rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::::: 22.7 22.8 23.5 24.2
6. Employment rate (% population aged 20-64) ::::::: 24.0 24.2 24.9 25.8
7. Employment rate (% population aged 15-24) ::::::: 19.3 19.4 19.8 19.3
8. Employment rate (% population aged 25-54) ::::::: 25.5 25.6 26.5 27.6
9. Employment rate (% population aged 55-64) ::::::: 14.8 14.7 14.8 16.0
10. FTE employment rate (% population aged 15-64) :::::::::::
11. Self-employed (% total employment) :::::::::::
12. Part-time employment (% total employment) ::::::: 17.3 19.1 20.2 23.7
13. Fixed term contracts (% total employees) ::::::: 12.1 11.5 11.6 11.5
14. Employment in Services (% total employment) :::::::::::
15. Employment in Industry (% total employment) :::::::::::
16. Employment in Agriculture (% total employment) :::::::::::
17. Activity rate (% population aged 15-64) ::::::: 25.1 25.2 26.2 27.8
18. Activity rate (% of population aged 15-24) ::::::: 23.4 23.5 24.4 24.9
19. Activity rate (% of population aged 25-54) ::::::: 27.5 27.6 28.8 31.0
20. Activity rate (% of population aged 55-64) ::::::: 14.9 14.8 15.0 16.3
21. Total unemployment (000) ::::::  5 2 7  5 2 5  5 3 9  6 2 2  8 4 7
22. Unemployment rate (% labour force 15+) :::::: 9 . 3 9 . 1 9 . 1 10.0 12.6
23. Youth unemployment rate (% labour force 15-24) :::::: 17.9 17.4 17.5 18.9 22.4
24. Long term unemployment rate (% labour force) ::::::: 3 . 6 3 . 1 3 . 1 3 . 8
25. Youth unemployment ratio (% population aged 15-24) ::::::: 4 . 1 4 . 1 4 . 6 5 . 6European Commission
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Country acronyms  
in tables and charts
EU Member States
AT Austria
BE Belgium
BG Bulgaria
CY Cyprus
CZ Czech Republic
DE Germany
DK Denmark
EE Estonia
EL Greece
ES Spain
FI Finland
FR France
HU Hungary
IE Ireland
IT Italy
LT Lithuania
LU Luxembourg
LV Latvia
MT Malta
NL The Netherlands
PL Poland
PT Portugal
RO Romania
SE Sweden
SI Slovenia
SK Slovakia
UK United Kingdom
Further afield
AU Australia
JP Japan
US United States 